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LANCASHIRE & YORKSHIRE ACCIDENT 
INSURANCE COMPANY, Ltn. 


HEAD OFFICE: 30, BROWN STREET, MANCHESTER. 
Established 1877. Capital, £200,000. 


This COMPANY’S GUARANTEE BONDS are accepted by 
H.M. COURTS OF CHANCERY and BOARD OF TRADE, and by 
all Departments of H.M. Government. 

The ‘‘ CLIMAX” POLICY of the Company provides against 
ACCIDENTS —ILLNESS— PERMANENT DISABLEMENT, &c. 
Capital Sums Assured under the Policy are added to annually under a 
CUMULATIVE BONUS SCHEME. 


Policies are also issued indemnifying Employers in relation to the Work- 
men’s Compensation Acts, 1897-1900, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, 
and at Common Law, and Public Liability (Third Party) Risks. ; 

R. KENNEDY MITCHELL, Manager and Secretary. 


COUNTY FIRE OFFICE. 


FOUNDED 1807. 


50, REGENT ST., W., anv 14, CORNHILL, E.C., LONDON. 


THE PREMIUM INCOME of this Office is derived from Home Business only, no 
foreign risks being undertaken. 


THE RETU 
on Ordinary Insurances to Policyholders who continue insured in the 
FORMS OF PROPOSAL and full particulars as.to Rargs and the ApvanTaces offered 
by the “ County ”’ may be obtained upon application. 
B. E. RATLIFFE, Secretary. 




















IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 


xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 








ESTABLISHED 





1836. 





FUNDS a - £ 4,400,000 
INCOME - - - - £600,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - £ 2,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE - £ 16,000,000 


THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES 
Wrrsovr Prorrts. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 
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£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 


According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 
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Current Topics. 


Ir 1s sTaTED that the judges attending the Bristol Assizes are 
lodged in one of the hotels at Clifton. We are not prepared 
to say that instances have not occurred in the history of 
England when the judges of assize have taken up their quarters 
in country inns, but it is not many years since such a p i 
would have seemed inconsistent with the dignity of the bench. 
In those days it was considered contrary to etiquette for barristers 
to avail themselves of the comfort of country inns, and they 
were driven to lodgings, always expensive and often uncomfort- 
able. The bar have escaped from the tyranny of this custom ; 
their example was followed by county ae udges, and a time 
may come when the “ judge’s lodgings” will be a thing of the 
past. 





THe sEIzvrE and detention of tue P. & O. steamship Malacca 
is an event not a little startling, but it is to be remembered that 
such occurrences are to be expected when a state of war prevails, 
and that, upon general grounds of Policy, it is not for this 
country to place any difficulties in the way of the right of 
search. That such right exists is undoubted, and the only 
question is as to the regularity of its exercise. ‘‘That the 
right of visiting and ing merchant ships upon the high 
seas,” said Lord Srowetxt (then Sir W. Soorr) in Zhe Maria 
(1 C. Rob., p. 360), “whatever be the ships, whatever be the 
cargoes, whatever be the destinations, is an incontestable right 
of the lawfully commissioned cruisers of a_ belligerent 
nation.” Until search it is not known what the ships 
or *the cargoes or the destinations are, and, as the learned 
judge proceeded to point out, it is for the purpose of 
ascertaining these points that the necessity of the right of 
visitation and search exists. “This right is so clear in 
principle that no man can deny it who its the legality of 
maritime capture; because if you are not at liberty to ascertain 
by sufficient inquiry whether there is property that can legally 
be captured, it is impossible to capture.” And, corresponding 
to the right of search on the part of the belligerent ship of war, 
is the duty of the neutral merchantman to submit to search. 
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Hence any attempt to repel the search by force of arms puts the 
merchantman in the wrong, and renders the ship liable, however 
innocent otherwise, to capture and condemnation. But under 
the rule that the neutral flag covers enemies’ goods except con- 
traband of war, the search can only be followed by detention 
when contraband is found or suspected. If there is reasonable 
ground of suspicion, it is the duty of the capturing officer to 
send the ship to the most accessible prize court of his own state 
for adjudication. The matter is then one for that court, and out- 
side comment is as useless as in the case of any other litigation. 
As, according to the latest accounts, the question, so far as 
regards The Malacca, is closed by the order for her release, 
which it is stated has been given by the Russian Government, 
it is not necessary to consider whether there was any justifica- 
tion for her seizure. As to the question whether the capturing 
ship, Zhe Petersburg, comes within the category of a “ lawfully 
commissioned cruiser’? of the Russian Government, the avail- 
able information is hardly sufficient to enable an opinion to be 
fo.med. If she was in fact lawfully commissioned, the character 
in which she passed the Dardanelles and the Suez Canal prob- 
ably does not affect the right of search as regards Zhe Malacca, 
though it may raise grave questions as between this country and | 
Russia. 





In tHe case of Re Irwin's Settlement (reported elsewhere) 
Bucxizy, J., has declined to take the benevolent view of 
equitable limitations which found favour with Joyor, J., in Re 
Tringham’s Trusts, upon which we commented last week (ante, 
p. 617). In Re Tringham’s Trusts lands were settled in trust for 
a tenant for life, and then for her children equally without 
words of limitation, with remainder, in default of children, upon 
trusts which exhausted the fee. Joyce, J., held that, since the 
estates were equitable, the strict rules which govern the limita- 
tion of legal estates did not apply, and that it was permissible to 
construe the estates in accordance with the intention of the 
settlor as appearing on the whole instrument. Hence, since the 
intention was clear that, if there were children, the entire 
interest should go to them, they took the equitable fee simple. 
In the case before Buocxtry, J., it was the estate taken 
by the trustees that was in question, though, since the 
legal estate was outstanding in a mortgagee, they took in 
any case only an equitable estate, and therefore it would 
seem to be subject to the same considerations as the equitable 
estates in Re Zringham’s Trusts. When the court is dealing 
with an equitable estate it is, perhaps, immaterial whether the 
estate is created by direct trust or whether it is an equity of 
redemption. If the court has a free hand with regard to the 
construction of the limitations in the one case, it should have in 
the other. We gather, however, from the report of Re Jrwin’s 
Settlement that Bucxiey, J., dissents from the view that an 
equitable limitation in fee can ever be allowed in accord- 
ance with the intention of the settlor as appearing on 
the entire instrument. Actual words of limitation are not, 
indeed, essential, and if the settlor has marked out the estate to 
be taken by reference to another instrument, or, being himself 
entitled in fee, has granted his whole interest, then the fee will 
pass. But further than this the learned judge does not go, and 
however clear may be the intention of the settlor, it is to be 
defeated, as Nortu, J., allowed it to be defeated in Re Hudson 
(72 L. T. 892), for want of apt words of limitation or their 
equivalent. We regret that this narrower view should have 
been taken, but, having regard to the authorities, it cannot be 
said that it is without justification, and the question must now 
remain an open one until the Court of Appeal has the 
opportunity of saying whether it is to be settled in accordance 
with living equity, if there is such a thing, or with the 
rules of the common law. 





A curious story is told by one of the medical journals with 
regard to the carrying out of capital punishment in the 
Philippine Islands. Several criminals, having been sentenced to 
death, were supposed to have been duly executed. A native 
surgeon gave his certificate that they were dead, and an 





American judge and other officials signed the customary declara- 


tion that judgment of death had been executed on the criminals 
(describing them by name) in their presence. Afterw 
while the bodies of the persons supposed to be dead were lyj 
in a church awaiting the funeral ceremonies, two of them 
shewed signs of life and ultimately recovered. ' It is added that 
a lawyer contends on their behalf that the criminal proceedi 
in which they were sentenced has been closed; that there 
can be no averment against the record, and that they hays 
no longer any legal existence. The officials charged with 
the execution appear to have been in some perplexity. They 
shrank from directing a second execution, but detained 
the criminals in prison and proposed apparently to convert 
the sentence of death into a sentence of imprisonment 
for life. The legality of this imprisonment is disputed, as it is 
contended that the sentence of death has already been duly 
executed upon them. The story is an improbable one, but, 
assuming it to be true, we cannot think that, even in the mogt 
technical ages of the criminal law of England (which we may 
assume to be analogous to that prevailing in the Philippine 
Islands), the case would have caused much difficulty. The 
conviction of, and judgment upon, the prisoners would remain un- 
reversed, and it would be a question of fact whether the sentence 
had been carried into effect. The certificate of the surgeon, and the 
declaration of the sheriff or other officials wculd not operate as 
an estoppel, but could be shewn, as in the case of other certificates, 
to have been founded upon a mistake as to the facts. They 
have not even the weight of the inquisition of a coroner’s jury, 
and such an inquisition would always be quashed for sufficient 
cause. It may well be that in a similar case where the prisoner 
has in the first instance escaped with life from an attempt to 
carry the sentence into execution (as happened once in this 
country when the execution was interrupted by the breaking 
of the rope), the sentence might be commuted by the Govern 
ment in the exercise of its prerogative, but this clemency would 
not be influenced by any doubt as to their power to remand the 
prisoner for effectual execution. 


For MANY obvious reasons, music and dancing licences should be 
granted with great care, and only after minute examination into 
the circumstances of the house for which a licence is demanded, 
By section 51 (2) of the Public Health Acts Amendment Act, 1890, 
it is provided that licensing justices may grant licences to such 
persons as they think fit in respect of places for music and 
dancing “ upon such terms and conditions and subject to such 
restrictions as they by the respective licences determine.” It 
is clear that the justices are intended to have a wide discretion 
as to the conditions they can make. Now, when music and 
dancing are allowed in a room attached to a public-house there 
is always a danger that the entertainment should be used merely 
to entice persons on to the premises in order that they may 
spend their money in drink. In view of such danger, the 
justices of the Ilkeston Division of Derbyshire lately granted a 
licence for music and dancing in respect of such a room on the 
condition that a sum of at least threepence should be charged on 
each occasion for every person admitted to the premises, and 
that this threepence should not be returned in the form of 
refreshment. The proprietor objected to such a condition, as 
persons had on occasions been admitted free to the hall and on 
other occasions had had their entrance money returned in the 
form of drink. Accordingly, an attempt was made, by means of an 
application for a mandamus to the justices, to get the High Court to 
say that such a condition was outside the jurisdiction of the 
justices. It was argued that the Act is an Act for promoting 
public health, and that the conditions contemplated are only 
conditions for the safety of the public. The High Court, 
however, refused a rule, and supported the justices in the condi- 
tion they had a If there is anything at all in the 
argument as to the nature of the conditions which can be 
imposed, then it may be said with confidence that any condition 
which tends to secure that a public hall shall not be overcrowded, 
and, if overcrowded, at all events shall be filled with sober 
a, is a condition for the safety of the persons using the 

all. Anyhow, as long as justices make reasonable conditions 
with a view to good order, sobriety, and safety, and make thew 
conditions in a judicial spirit and without any impropé 
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indirect motive or bias, probably it will be found extremely 
difficult to persuade the High Court to interfere with the 
discretion given to licensing justices by the statute. 





{Tae casE of Hall v. Lees and Others, decided a few days ago 
by the Court of Appeal, has excited much interest, though the 

int for consideration did not turn upon any doubtful principle 
of law, but was simply whether there was sufficient evidence 
of a contract. The defendants were members of the House 
Committee of the Oldham Nursing Association, one of those 
associations, with which we are nowadays familiar, who supply 
trained nurses for the purpose of nursing persons during 
sickness and assisting at operations. It appeared that the 
plaintiff's wife (who joined with him in the action) was about 
to undergo a surgical operation, and the defendants, at his 
request, supplied two trained nurses to attend her during the 
operation. The action was brought for an injury sustained by 
her during the operation owing to the negligence of one of the 
nurses, who negligently placed a hot-water bottle in contact with 
her body, in consequence of which she was burnt and injured. 
At the trial the judge left two.questions to the jury—first, Was 
the injury to the plaintiff’s wife caused by negligence on the part of 
the nurses or either of them? The answer was—yes. The second 
question was, Did the association undertake to nurse the plain- 
tiff’s wife through the agency of the two nurses as their servants, 
or only to procure for her the services of two nurses? The jury 
answered that the association undertook to nurse her through 
the agency of the nurses as their servants. Judgment having 
been entered for the plaintiff, the question argued before the 
Court of Appeal was whether this second finding of the jury 
could be supported. The rules and regulations of the associa- 
tion (which are too long for insertion) were referred to, and the 
points relied on by the plaintiff were that the wages of the 
nurses were paid by the association, who made a weekly charge 
for the attendance of nurses at private houses, and that by the 
rule for the appointment and discharge of nurses it was provided 
that nurses were to be appointed or discharged by the house 
committee, in consultation with the superintendent, and 
that any nurse who infringed the rules, or was guilty 
of misconduct, was liable to dismissal by the superin- 
tendent without notice. The defendants, on the other 
hand, contended that the relationship of master and servant 
did not exist so as to make the association liable for the 
acts or omissions of the nurses they supplied ; that the contract 
was simply to supply nurses during the operation, and that the 
rule—by which the nurse was only to undertake such cases as 
were attended by a medical man, whose instructions she must 
implicitly follow—shewed that they had parted with the.control 
of the nurses they provided as soon as the duties which they 
were engaged to perform began. The Court of Appeal accepted 
this argument, and entered judgment in favour of the defendants, 
being of opinion, on the construction of the rules, that the under- 
taking was simply to supply properly qualified nurses, and that 
there was no undertaking to nurse the patient. The case is one 
of interest and of some public importance, and it will probably 
lead to an amendment of the rules of these associations so as to 
avoid any question of the liability of the committee for the 
negligence of nurses while attending in private houses. 





A cass of very great importance has just been decided by the 
House of Lords in Mercer v. Liverpool, St. Helen’s, and South 


Lancashire Railway. The facts may be stated in outline thus: In 
1891 notice to treat was served upon a freeholder in respect of 
certain land by the respondent railway company. In January, 
1892, the freeholder sent in hisclaim. In June, 1892, he granted 
a lease of certain land, adjoining the land the subject of the notice 
to treat, to the predecessor in title of the appellant. In October, 
1892, the freeholder agreed with the railway company, and a sum 
was paid for the purchase of the land and as compensation for all 
damage that might be sustained by the execution of the works. 
When the lease was granted apparently the lessee had no notice of 
the notice to treat ; and when the agreement was made between 
the freeholder and the company, the company had no 
notice of the lease. The appellant immediately began 
to lay out the land acquired for building, and pro- 


ceeded to erect houses. Some time afterwards the compan 
executed works which lowered a roadway upon whi 
the appellant’s land abutted, and thereby injuriously affected the 
appellant’s land. The appellant thereupon claimed compensa- 
tion under section 68 of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, and was 
awarded a substantial sum by an arbitrator. The cg | 
refused to pay, and the appellant brought an action on the award, 
and recovered judgment in a trial before Lord Atversrons, O.J. 
The Lord Chief Justice held that, although an interest in land 
the subject of a notice to treat created subsequently to the notice 
to treat cannot form the subject of compensation, still a person 
who acquires an interest in other property of the same owner 
adjoining that which is the subject of the notice to treat has a 
right to compensation for the injurious affection of that interest. 
Against this judgment the company successfully appealed 
(1903, 1 K. B. 652), and then the lessee appealed further to the 
House of Lords. The question does not seem to be covered by 
authority or even to have been specifically raised before. It 
is clearly of great importance, for on it depends the question 
whether the owner of a large estate who has received notice to 
treat in respect of a small portion, can after the date of the 
notice create any interest in his adjoining land except subject to 
the notice to treat. The House of Lords has now upheld the Court 
of Appeal in reversing the decision of the Lord Chief Justice. The 
law now, therefore, is, that the established principle that an 
interest in land the subject of a notice to treat created after the 
notice cannot form the subject of compensation applies also 
to adjoining lands of the same owner which are injuriously 
affected by the execution of the works. Therefore, after the 
service of a notice to treat upon a landowner, he cannot create 
any onerous interest to the prejudice of the promoters either in 
the land taken or in ‘other land injuriously affected. The Lord 
Chancellor pointed out that the agreement between the 
company and the owner was that the company should pay 
the agreed sum not only as purchase-money for the land taken, 
but also for all possible injurious affection of his other land. 
It would, therefore, be most unjust if the company, after paying 
this compensation, should be obliged to compensate the lessee 
of whose interest they had no notice, and whose interest did not 
exist when the owner made his claim. 





Tue Braprorp stipendiary had before him recently a case 
arising out of a breach of the Militia Act, 1882. Section 26 of 
the Act forbids a man who is a member of the militia to enlist 
or enrol in any of the auxiliary or reserve forces without having 
fulfilled the conditions enabling him to so enlist or enrol. In 
the case under notice a militiaman had re-enlisted in the militia 
without obtaining his discharge, and had denied, when attested, 
that he was a member of the force. This does not at first sight 
appear a very serious offence, but the provision of the Act is 
obviously directed to prevent a man obtaining the pecuniary 
grant in respect of service in two or more bodies of militia (or 
other auxiliary force) when he would be able, in the event of 
such bodies being called out for service, to fulfil his obligations 
in one only. The stipendiary was disposed to treat the offence 
with leniency, and impose a fine of 10s. or seven days in default. 
But it was pointed out by Captain Derarorcs, the recruiti 
efficer, who ery to prosecute, that the Act prescri 
a minimum penalty of £5 ora month. The prisoner was accord- 
ingly committed for a month in the first division. Prosecutions 
under this section are very unusual, not so much on account of 
the rarity of the offence as because of the difficulty of its detection. 
The fixing of a minimum penalty by Act of Parliament is also 
uncommon, and is said to have been inserted in the Militia 
Act owing to the difficulty under the old law of obtaining 
any adequate punishment in Ireland for such offences. However 
that may be, the terms of this Act are very strict, and the 
amount of fine may not be reduced below the minimum, by way 
of mitigation or otherwise, except as provided by section 166 of 
the Army Act of 1881, which, however, only applies to cases 
where the maximum penalty authorized by law for an offence 
is less than the minimum prescribed by the Act. Half a fine 
under the Army Act may be paid to the informer, but under the 
Militia Act the whole is to be paid over to the commanding 





officer of the militia, to be dealt with by him as prescribed. 
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THE Law with regard to conspiracies concerning labour 
and wages is in a large measure regulated by 
statute, but we are disposed to think that the general 
principles of the law relating to strikes are accurately 
stated by one of the American district judges (Evans, J.) 
in a judgment which has just been reported. The learned 
judge states the law as follows: (1) Every person has a right 
to work for any one who will employ him ; (2) every person has 
a right to employ any one who wishes to work; (3) those who 
wish to strike may lawfully do so if no contracts prevent, and 
even if a contract is violated, they may do so subject to damages ; 
(4) employers may resort to lock-outs, subject, of course, to 
damages in case of breach of contract; (5) labour unions are 
ora legitimate, and possibly necessary; (6) peaceful and 

indly arguments and persuasion are admissible from 
members of labours unions to induce persons not to 
take the place of those on strike or locked out, but 
all manner of violence in connection therewith is wrongful 
and unlawful.” These propositions are in accordance with 
the doctrine stated by Sir Wittram Erte in his work on 
Trade Unions: ‘‘ Every person has a right under law, as between 
him and his fellow-subjects, to full freedom in disposing of 
his own labour or his own capital according to his own will. It 
follows that every other person is subject to the correlative duty 
arising therefrom, and is prohibited from any obstruction to the 
fullest exercise of this right which can be made compatible with 
the exercise of similar rights by others.” The Conspiracy and 
Protection of Property Act, 1875, while making provision for 
cases where a breach of contract would cause extraordinary 
injury to the community, and imposing penalties for intimida- 
tion or annoyance by violence or otherwise, leaves these general 
principles untouched. 





OnE oF the weekly papers calls attention to the fact thata line 
of motor omnibuses is plying in the Edgware-road, and that 
passengers by these omnibuses are presented with a ticket on 
which the following notice is printed in small type, ‘‘ This ticket 
is issued on the conditions that the company are under no 
liability in respect of damages, personal or otherwise, which 
may be incurred by passengers through accident or any other 
cause.” Some doubt is expressed in the newspaper as to whether 
the notice would relieve the company from liability. With 
regard to this doubt, we are under the impression that there is 
no law to prevent a carrier of passengers in an omnibus or stage 
carriage from informing them that they must be carried at 
their own risk, and that he will incur no liability whatever for 
anything which may befall them on their journey. A carrier of 

mgers is not an insurer of their safety, but is liable only 
‘or negligence. His duty is, therefore, to take reasonable care 
of a passenger so as not to expose him to danger. If the 
passenger is negligently exposed to danger and is killed, the 
carrier may be guilty of manslaughter, and would be liable 
to the relatives of the deceased person in damages. 
But there is nothing to prevent the passenger from being 
carried under special terms. These special terms would 
not exonerate the carrier from any liability which 
he might incur as to criminal proceedings, but they would 
regulate his liability in an action for damages. The only 
remaining question is whether the notice is wide enough to 
exempt the proprietor of the omnibus from the liability from 
an accident caused by negligence, of however gross a character. 
As to this question, it must be remembered that the only 
common law liability is for negligence, and unless the notice 
operates so as to exempt the company from liability, it will 
have no operation. We prefer, however, to leave the construc- 
tion of such notices to be determined by the regular tribunals. 





THE PRoceDURE under R. 8. ©. ord. 54 (a) was, says a corre- 
spondent, put to an important practical use in the case of Lossert 
v. Jones, decided last week by Joycz, J. The plaintiff was the 
lessee of some offices for a term of years from the defendant, 
and some time before the expiration of the term negotiations 
were entered upon for the renewal of the lease at an increased 
rent, other parts of the same building being included. A hitch 


before the date of the expiration of the term. The lessee was 
consequently in the unfortunate position of not knowing whether 
the correspondence disclosed a contract binding on him to renew 
his lease. If he stayed on the premises, the lessor would be 
entitled to regard his so doing as part performance; while if he 
procured new offices and removed his furniture, the expense he 
would be put to would be thrown away in the event of the lessor 
succeeding in an action for specific performance which he 
threatened to bring when the existing lease expired. It was, 
therefore, of very great importance to the lessee to discover his 
legal position at the earliest possible moment. An action fora 
declaration that there was no subsisting contract would have 
taken too long, and an originating summons under section 9 of 
the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, was not feasible, as the 
Act excepts any ‘‘ question affecting the existence or validity of 
the contract.” Recourse was therefore had to ord. 54 (a), r. 1 
of which provides that ‘‘any person claiming to be interested 
under a deed, will, or other written instrument may apply by 
originating summons for the determination of any question of 
construction arising under the instrument, and for a declaration 
of the rights of the persons interested.” Under rule 4 of the 
order, the court has a discretion as to the determination of any 
such question, but in the case under notice the learned judge 
declared that, on the true construction of the correspondence, no 
contract had been entered into. 





A convicTion in a criminal court is at the present day seldom 
challenged on the ground of mistaken identity, but a prisoner 
who was recently convicted at the Old Bailey for frauds on 
women has just been released on bail on the suggestion that 
the women who swore to his identity have since admitted that 
they were mistaken. Identity of person is a subject on which 
many mistakes have been made. ‘The case referred to in Best 
on Evidence, s. 517, is an example. “Sir TaHomas Davenport, 
barrister, swore positively to the person of two men whom he 
charged with robbing him and his lady in broad daylight, but 
a clear alibi was proven, and when the real robbers were 
arrested, he, on seeing them, at once changed his mind and 
acknowledged that he had been mistaken.” 








A Surface Owner’s Right of Support. 


WE discussed.a few months ago (ante, p. 292) the circumstances 
under which the owner of the surface loses his primd facie right 
to support from the subjacent minerals so that the owner of the 
minerals is entitled to work them in such a way as to cause 4 
subsidence of the surface. A fresh and important contribution 
to the subject has been made by the Court of Appeal in Bishop 
Auckland Industrial Society v. Butterknowle Colliery Co. (Times, 
16th inst.), in which the judgment of Farwett, J., was affirmed. 
The case is a striking example of the extent to which the courts 
are prepared to depart from the apparent effect of documents in 
order to secure to the surface owner his right of support. 

It will be convenient to recapitulate the law as we previously 
summarized it. The separation of the ownership in the surface 
and in the minerals may take place either (1) by the landowner 
granting the land with a reservation of the minerals ; (2) by the 
landowner granting the minerals without the surface; or (3) 
where, upon an inclosure, the surface is allotted among the tenants 
and the minerals are left in the lord of the manor. But im 
whichever way the separation has taken place the result, so far a8 
regards surface support, is the same. Primd facie the surface 
owner is entitled to support, and though he may be deprived 
of this by the documents which constitute his title, yet the 
intention that the documents shall have this effect must be clear. 
Certainly the right to work the minerals does not of itself carry 
the right to cause a subsidence. ‘The mere fact,” said Lord 
Hatspury, C., in New Sharleston Collieries Co. v. Earl of West- 
morland (82 L. T. 725), “of giving a right to sink pits and to 
work or get coal does not of itself establish a right to get rid of that 
which is the common law right of the surface owner to have his 
surface undisturbed.” ; 
It might be supposed that where the mineral owner 3 





occurred, and the negotiations were broken off about six months 


empowered to work the minerals and at the same time provision 
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is made for the payment of compensation for any damage done 
in the course of the working, this would be a strong indication 
that he is entitled, on paying compensation, to let down the 
surface, and accordingly, under such circumstances, this right 
has been in several cases allowed to the mineral owner. In 
Duke of Buccleugh v. Wakefield (L. R. 4 H. L. 377) an Inclosure 
Act reserved to the lord all minerals under the lands to be 
inclosed, with full powers of working “in as full and ample a 
manner to all intents and purposes as could have been done if 
the said lands had remained open and uninclosed, or this Act 
had not been passed, &c., yet, nevertheless, making reasonable 
compensation for damage done by such works as aforesaid to the 

ersons sustaining such damage.” The lord was held to 
be entitled to let down the surface, but the decision went, 
not only upon the provision for compensation, but upon the very 
wide powers of working reserved to the lord, powers which 
enabled him to use the surface for depositing the minerals, for 
erecting buildings, and for making roads. In Consett Water- 
works Co. v. Ritson (22 Q. B. D. 318) an Inclosure Act provided 
that the lord of the manor should enjoy all mines and minerals 
as fully and freely as if the Act had not passed, without paying 
damages or making satisfaction for so doing, and empowered 
him to make roads and to remove fences, trees, and other 
obstructions. About 500 acres out of about 20,000 were by the 
Act set apart to provide compensation, and any deficiency was 
to be made up by means of a rate levied upon the allottees, It 
was held by the Divisional Court (Cave and A. L. Smrru, JJ.) 
that the lord of the manor was not entitled to work the minerals 
in such a manner as to let down the surface, but this decision 
was reversed by the Court of Appeal. In the Law Reports the 
result of the appeal only is given (22 Q. B. D. 702), but the 
omission is supplied by a note appended to Bell v. Earl of Dudley 
in other reports (43 W. R. 122n, 64 L. J. Ch. 298m), and it 
appears that Lord Esner, M.R., in his judgment dealt fully 
with the question to what extent the rights of the surface owner 
were affected by the presence or absence of a compensation 
clause. If, he said, there are clear words giving to the lord 
the power to let down the surface without payment of compensa- 
tion, the court is bound to give effect to them, but if the words 
are not clear, then the question of whether there is or is not 
compensation becomes a very material indication. In the case 
before him there was provision for compensation, and this 
seemed to him and to the rest of the Court of Appeal to justify 
the conclusion that the wide powers of working conferred by the 
Act upon the lord were to be construed in the natural sense of 
ed words, and that the lord was authorized to let down the 
surface. 

In Bell vy. Earl of Dudley (43 W. R. 122; 1895, 1 Ch. 182) 
Curry, J., arrived at a similar result. There, also, an Inclosure 
Act reserved to the lord the right of getting minerals as fully as 
if the Act had not been passed. Provision for compensation was 
made by means of a rate to be levied on all the allotments, 
including the allotment made to the lord. ‘The presence or 
absence of a compensation clause,” said the learned judge, “is 
an important element ; the primd facie inference in favour of the 
surface owner is strengthened by the absence of any provision 
for compensation ; the presence of a limited compensation clause 
18 not sufficient to rebut the inference.” But he held that the 
compensation clause in the case before him extended to damage 
caused by subsidence, and that such damage was in fact contem- 
Mm by the Act. Hence the mineral owner was entitled to 
et down the surface and to throw the liability for the resulting 
damage on the allottees. 

On the other hand, the presence of a compensation clause is 
not conclusive that the mineral owner has the right to let down 
the surface. This was established by Davis v. Tveharne (6 
App. Cas. 460), which was a case of the grant of a mining lease. 
It was held that it is for the mineral owner, who asserts his right 
to let down the surface, to shew that the documents deprive the 
surface owner of his primd facie right to support, and as the 
compensation clause there might be referred to damage to the 
surface caused otherwise than by subsidence, it had not the 
effect of taking away the right. A similar effect was attributed 
to the compensation clause in Love v. Bell (9 App. Cas. 286), and 
in New Sharleston Collieries Co. v. Earl of Westmoreland (82 L. T. 
725) it was also ineffectual. ‘The clause is set out in the report 








of the case befere Norrn, J. (79 L. T. 716), and was some- 
what special in its form, but the importance of the case lies 
in the dictum of Lord Davey that, even though the com- 
pensation clause is wide enough to cover damage by 
subsidence, it does not follow that the mineral owner is 
entitled to cause subsidence. ‘ Speaking for myself,” he 
said, ‘‘I cannot see why a covenant providing a partic 
measure or mode of obtaining compensation is in any way in- 
consistent with the existence of an obligation not to let down 
the surface, even though that covenant extends beyond the 
surface, and is applicable also—or even exclusively, I should 
say—to underground operations. . . . A covenant to pay 
compensation for doing a thing which you are prohibited from 
doing is in no way contrary to or inconsistent with the con- 
tinuance of the obligation not to do it.” 

In the present case of Bishop Auckland Industrial Society v. 
Butterknowle Colliery Co. (supra) it was considered that this 
dictum shewed a departure from the rule of construction adopted 
in the earlier decisions, and that the court should now be less 
ready than formerly to treat the presence of a compensation 
clause as justifying a literal construction of the wide 
powers of working usually conferred upon the mineral 
owner. The question arose upon an Inclosure Act by 
which all mines under the lands to be inclosed were reserved 
to the lord of manor with full rights of working with- 
out making any satisfaction, and then, after a recital that 
“ great inconveniences may happen and damage be done to 
particular persons” by reason of the working of the minerals by 
the lord without making satisfaction, provision was made for 
the assessment of compensation by justices, on complaint made 
to them, upon the occupiers of the allotments in proportion to 
the respective yearly values. Thus here, as in the Consett case, 
the Inclosure Act contemplated that damage might arise from 
the working and provided a fund out of which compensation 
could be paid. Vavenan Wiis, L.J., seems to have been 
of opinion that, since the burden of paying compensation was 
placed upon the occupiers of allotments and not the owners, 
the damage for which compensation was to be given must be 
restricted to slight damage, and that it did not cover the serious 
damage which would follow upon subsidence. But, as we have 
already said, the decision as a whole indicates a change of policy 
in regard to the construction of documents which define the 
respective rights of the surface owner and the mineral owner, 
and we should imagine that it will be a difficult matter in the 
future for a mineral owner to establish a right to let down the 
surface unless such a right has been expressly conferred upon 
him. The presence of a compensation clause will not cease to be 
of influence upon the construction of the document, but it will be 
ineffectual for the Lr ose in question unless it clearly covers 
compensation by subsidence, and unless also it is manifest that it 
is in substitution for the surface owner’s right of support. It 
should be pointed out, however, that Lord Davey’s dictum quoted 
above does not appear to cover a case where the compensation is 
payable by persons other than the mineral owner, and, as we 
have stated, the present decision seems to be a very considerable 
departure from the natural effect of the words of the particular 
Inclosure Act. 








‘On the 15th inst. a sitting in bankruptcy was held for the public 
examination of Messrs. Frederic and William hall, who practised in 

artnership as solicitors under the style of Marshall & Marshall at 
mibabi-ostim, W.C. The statement of the debtors’ joint estate 
shewed, says the Times, gross liabilities amounting to £99,566 13s. 11d., 
of which £78,645 9s. 6d. was e by the debtors to rank for dividend, 
whilst the assets were estimated by them to produce £22,128 4s. 2d. The 
debtors had been adjudged bankrupt, and a trustee appointed. 


The dinner at which the Hardwicke Society will entertain Sir Edward 


Clarke, K.C., on Friday, will, says the Daily Telegraph, be largely 
attended. The two law officers of land and the Lord-Advocate have 
accepted invitations to be present; the bench will be represented by 


Lord Justice Mathew and ham, Phillimore and Buckley, JJ.; the 
county court bench by Judges Addison, Lumley Smith, and Tindal 
Atkinson ; the metropolitan magistrates by Sir A. de Rutzen and Mr. 
Plowden ; the masters of the Supreme Court by Sir John Macdonell, 
C.B., Master Day, and Master Macnamara; the stage by Sir Squire 
Bancroft ; the solicitors by Sir John Gray Hill and Mr. T. Rawle 
(president and vice-president of the Law Society) and Sir George Lewis ; 

e Church by the Dean of Arches ; and the bar by (inéer alios) Mr. McCall, 
K.C., and Mr. Rufus Isaacs, K.C. 
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Reviews. 


Private International Law. 


FoREIGN AND Domestic Law. A Concise TREATISE ON PRIVATE 
INTERNATIONAL JURISPRUDENCE. BASED ON THE DECISIONS IN 
THE ENGLISH Courts. By JoHN ALDERSON Foors, K.C. THIRD 
Epition. Stevens & Haynes. 


The twelve years which have elapsed since the publication of the 
previous edition of Mr. Foote’s well-known and useful work have 
seen a considerable addition to the cases on private international law, 
and the inclusion of these in the present edition accounts for its 
increased bulk. The author, as he states in his preface, has made no 
attempt to extend the space allotted to foreign jurists, or to cite the 
American or Continental cases. This task he leaves to other 
writers such as Mr. Westlake and Mr. Dicey. His sole object 
has been to collect and to augment the information required 
by lawyers practising in this country. Of the recent cases which 
Mr. Foote has incorporated, one of the most interesting is De Nicols 
v. Curlier (48 W. R. 269; 1900, A. C. 21), in which the judgment of 
Kekewich, J., on the effect upon the distribution of a husband’s 
property of a French domicil at the time of marriage, after being 
reversed by the Court of Appeal, was restored by the House of Lords. 
The French law of community of goods upon death, with the 
equal division between the two spouses, operated, so it was finally 
held, as a settlement, and the rights of the wife were not liable to be 
affected by a subsequent change of domicil. Mr, Foote points out 
how this is reconcileable with the Scotch appeal case of Lashley v. Hog 
(4 Paton 581), where the change of the husband’s domicil from 
English to Scotch changed his wife’s interest in his estate upon his 
death intestate. The English law of distribution on intestacy 
is not analogous to a settlement, seeing that it only affects such 
property as the husband fails to dispose of by will. Another 
recent case of some interest which Mr. Foote refers to is Pepin v. 
Bruyére (48 W. R. 671; 1900, 2 Ch. 504), where it was held by 
Kekewich, J., in accordance with undoubted principle, that the 
beneficial interest in English leaseholds can only be effectually 
disposed of by a will made according to English law. Of the general 
characteristics of the work it is needless to speak. The profession 
have learned to look upon it as a careful and accurate statement of the 
principles of private international law as applied in this country, 
and this reputation will be supported by the present edition. 


Books Received. 


The Law Quarterly Review. Edited by Sir FrepEricK Po.ock, 
Bart., D.C.L., LL.D. July, 1904. Stevens & Sons (Limited), 








Correspondence. 


The Watts’ Fresco in Lincoln’s-inn Hall. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—With reference to the notice on p. 614 of your issue of last 
week (16th inst.), concerning the late Mr. Watts’ fresco in Lincoln’s- 
inn Hall, entitled “‘The Schools of Jurisprudence,” I venture to ask 
space in your columns for making known to all members of the legal 
profession an effort which is being made to carry out a suggestion 
made by Mr. Watts only some few months before his death. Refer- 
ring to the impossibility of taking an adequate photograph of the 
fresco itself, in view of its great size and dimly-lit position, he hinted 
that a commission might be given to a competent artist to make a 
— replica of the work. If this could be done, it would be 

e— 

(a) To obtain such a record of the most important, if not the only 
real, wall fresco in England as might be offered for deposit in some 
gallery of British art, or even hung in the Royal Courts of Justice ; 

and (/)) to enable members of the legal profession to obtain photo- 
graphic or other reproductions of the work, otherwise unprocurable. 

e former of these objects has seemed desirable in order to preserve 
the design of an admittedly great work of art which, from its 
immoveable nature, might at any time be destroyed or damaged by 
the ordinary risks of fire and time. The latter object will, it is 
believed, commend itself to very many who already know, or may 
thus come to know, a master-painter’s conception of a great idea. 
Mr. Watts himeelf, in putting out the suggestion with the mingled 
pride and humility of which he was so noble an exponent, spoke of 
the work in one recent letter as “‘ far removed from the trivial” and 
in another as ‘‘ perhaps, with all its defects, the best thing I have 
done or am likely to do.” 
The Masters of the Bench of Lincoln’s-iun have, through the 


interest of the Lord Chief Justice, intimated their permission for such 
a replica to be made, and Lord Justice Cozens-Hardy, Mr. Justig, 
Buckley, Mr. Ralph Neville, K.C., and others have already expressed 
their sympathy with the idea. . 

It has been ascertained that a worthy replica (measuring som, 
eight square feet) would be executed by an artist who has beg 
recommended for the purpose and who is prepared to grapple with 
the peculiar difficulties of the task, for the sum of about 150 guineas, 

With the view of forming a small committee to invite contributions 
to a fund for this amount, and, as it is hoped, to put the matter jg 
hand for the Long Vacation, I should be glad to hear as soon qs 
possible from anyone who is interested in the proposal. 

Warwick H. Drapzp, 

12, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C., July 18. 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 
HALL AND WIFE v. LEES AND OTHERS. No. 1. 15th July, 
NEGLIGENCE— Nurse Supritrep ny Nursine Association — Persoyyy 

Insury Sustarnep spy Patrent—Conrract Onty to Surpry Trargp 

AND QUALIFIED Nurse—LiAniity or ASsocraTION. 

Appeal asking for judgment or new trial by the defendants in an action 
tried before Jelf, J., and a special jury at Manchester Assizes. The action 
was brought by Mr. Hall and his wife against the members of the House 
Committee of the Oldham Nursing Association to recover damages for 
personal injuries sustained by Mrs. Hall by reason of the negligence of 
one or both of two trained nurses supplied by the association for 
which it was alleged the defendants were responsible. At the trial 
the jury found for the plaintiffs and assessed the damages at £300, 
and judgment was entered accordingly. The defendants appealed on the 
the ground that they were in law not liable for the acts of their nurses, 
whom they contended were at the time the alleged negligence took place 
not under their control, but in the service and under the control of the 
plaintiffs. The finding of the jury that there was negligence was not 
therefore challenged. The facts so far as material were these: Mrs. Hall 
had to undergo a surgical operation and she applied to the Oldham 
Nursing Association (which supplied trained and certificated nurses) for 
the services of two suitable nurses. Two were duly sent and they attended 
on Mrs. Hall at the operation. When the lady was regaining conscious- 
ness it was found that she had been severely burned by a hot-water bottle, 
which had been placed in direct contact with her body instead of being 
separated bya blanket. There wasa good deal of conflicting evidence given 
at the trial as to whether there had been negligence on the part of the 
nurses at all, but in the result the jury found that there was, and awarded 
the plaintiffs damages as before stated. The plaintiffs’ case was that it 
was part of the business of the Oldham Nursing Association to supply 
trained nurses for reward for the purpose of nursing persons during 
sickness and assisting at operations, and that the nurses supplied were 
engaged by the defendants, and all contracts for the supply of such trained 
nurses were entered into with the defendants. The defendants pleaded 
that they did not undertake to nurse Mrs. Hall, but only to find and supply 
her with two nurses of reasonable skill and competence to assist at and 
after the operation and to be throughout their attendance on her subject 
to the control and direction of the surgeons employed by the plaintiffs. 
Further, they pleaded that the nurses supplied were skilful and competent, 
and they (the defendants) had no power or control over them as servants, 
agents, or otherwise, or over their work while they were attending on 
Mrs. Hall, and Rourke v. White Moss Colliery Co. (2 C. P. D. 205) and 
Donovan v. Laing, §c., Syndicate (Limited) (1893, 1 Q. B. 629) were relied on. 
In reply to this contention the plaintiffs said that the relationship of 
master and servant was established between the association and its nurses, 
as they paid their nurses and exercised general control over them and had 
the power of dismissing them. 

Cottins, M.R., in giving judgment, said the question whether the 
defendants were responsible depended upon the contract under which 
they supplied the plaintiffs with the services of the two trained nurses 
against whom negligence was alleged. If under that agreement the 
association undertook to nurse the patient, then they would become 
responsible for any failure of skill or want of ordinary care on the part 
of the nurse, but if they only contracted to supply a competent nurse, and 
had exercised proper care in selecting the nurse, their responsibility was at 
an end when such a nurse was sent. When the rules of the association 
were examined, it was plain that all the defendants agreed to do here was 
to supply a nurse as to whose qualifications to take care of a patient who 
was to undergo an operation, they had taken*all reasonable care to 
ascertain were sufficient. It seemed to him that for the purpose of 
nursing a patient the nurses supplied by the association were in no sense 
the servants of the association. In Murray v. Currie (L. R. 6 C. P.# 
Willes, J., in deciding the question whether the stevedores engaged in 
loading a ship were the servants of the owners of the ship or not, said: 
‘¢In one sense, indeed, they may be said to be the agents of the owner; 
but they are not in any sense his servants. They are not put in his place 
to do an act which he intended to do himself”; and Brett, J., said: “! 
apprehend it to be a true principle of law, that if I lend my servant to 4 
contractor, who is to have the sole control and superintendence of the 
contracted for, the independent contractor is alone liable for any wrol 
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= . 
work, but the work of the independent contractor.” Applying that 
rinciple to the present case, the nurse, while on duty at the patient’s 
on was notin the position of the servant of the association in such a 
gense as to make the association liable for the negligence of the nurse. 
Therefore the appeal would be allowed, and an order made setting aside 
the verdict and judgment in the court below, and judgment instead 
entered for the defendants with costs. ¢ 

Srmeurme and Matuew, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal allowed with costs.— 
Covnser, Lush, K.C., Byrne, and Page; Pickford, K.C., and W. Ambrose 
Jones. Sorxcrrors, Field, Roscoe, § Co., for G. S. Clayton, Oldham ; Jacques 
§ Co., for J. Armstrong, Oldham. 

[Reported by Ensxtxe Rein, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


McGRUTHER v. PITCHER. No. 2. 8th July. 


‘Sate or Goops—Connrtions or Sate—Purcaaser wita Notice—Specrat 
Acreement—Retam. TRADER AND WHOLESALE TRADER. 


This was an appeal by the defendant from a decision of Farwell, J. 
The facts were as follows: The action was brought by the plaintiff to 
restrain the defendant, his agents, servants, and workmen, from selling or 
otherwise disposing of rubber heel-pads manufactured by the plaintiffs 
and purchased from them by the defendant either directly at a less price 
than 10d. per pair for ladies’ heels and 1s. per pair for gentlemen’s heels, 
or indirectly at a less price than as aforesaid by purporting to sell the same 
at such prices respectively as aforesaid by giving or returning to the 
purchasers thereof a monetary payment out of such prices as received or 
otherwise as a present or gift contrary to the terms and conditions of the 
contract under which the heel-pads were purchased by the defendant. 
The plaintiffs were rubber manufacturers under the style of ‘“‘ The Palatine 
Rubber Co.,’’ and the defendant was a boot and shoe retailer. By 
their statement of claim the plaintiffs alleged that they were the 
sole manufacturers of the Palatine _ revolving rubber heel-pad 
under a licence, that they always sold and disposed of their said 
revolving heel-pad on the express condition that whether they were 
purchased directly or indirectly from them or any dealer, they should not 
be retailed at less than the above-mentioned prices and should not be 
resold except subject to these conditions as a term of the sale ; and that 
the acceptance of the goods by any purchaser would be deemed to be an 
acknowledgment that they are sold tohim on these conditions. The pads 
were packed in boxes, and on the inside of the lid of each box the said 
conditions were printed. The plaintiffs further averred that the defend- 
ant had purchased from one of their factors three pairs of the 
said revolving heel-pads and was orally informed of the conditions, 
under which they were sold, that he afterwards made further purchases 
and on each occasion was orally informed of the conditions, 
and further, that in breach of the conditions the defendant had sold and 
continued to sell these pads at a less price—that is, 8d. for ladies and 10d. 
vod ad for gentlemen’s. The defendant denied ever having had notice or 

owledge that the plaintiffs sold or disposed of the pads on any con- 
ditions of sale whatever, and he also stated that the plaintiffs did not sell 
or dispose of the pads on any such conditions, or if they in fact ever did, 
the conditions were never binding on the defendant, nor had the defend- 
ant ever entered into any contract with the plaintiffs regulating the price. 
Healso denied being informed, at the time or times he purchased the heel- 
pads of the said conditions. Farwell, J., before whom the matter came, 
granted the injunction asked for by the plaintiffs during the continuance 
of the letters patent. The defendant appealed. 

Tae Covrr (VaveHAN Wi tiams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal and dismissed the action with costs. Their lordships 
held that, in the absence of a special agreement, such a condition could 
not be imposed, and they approved the decision of Swinfen Eady, J., in 

§ Co. v. Sterious § Co. (ante, p. 117, 52 W. R. 152; 1904, 1 Ch. 354) 
that “‘ conditions cannot be attached to goods so as to bind all purchasers 
with notice.”,—CounseL, Bramwell Davis, K.C., and W. M. Cann ; MeCall, 
K.C., and 7. FE. Mansfield. Soxtcrrors, Tibbetts ; Chester § Co., for W. 
Preston, Preston. 

[Reported by A. R. Taytovr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


BRINCKMAN v. MATLEY. No.2. 12th and 13th July. 


Forrshore—Puniic Rrout or Batarnc—Depication—Lawrvut Access To 
THE ForrsHore—Private OwNeRsSHIP OF ForesHore. 


This was an appeal by the defendant against the decision of Buckley, 
J. (reported in 52 W. R. 363). The plaintiff the Marquis Conyngham, 
and the plaintiffs*S$ir Theodore Henry Brinckman and the Hon. Arthur 
William de Moleyns, as trustees for him, are the owners of the Manor of 
Minster, in the Isle of Thanet, and of the foreshore lying between the 
ordinary high-water mark and the ordinary low-water mark of the sea at 
a bay called Joss Bay, the place at which rights are claimed by the 
defendant in the present action. These plaintiffs were until recently the 
owners of a much larger extent of the foreshore, but they sold that which 
lies between Hackemdown Point (near the North Foreland) and Margate 
on the one side, and that which lies between Broadstairs and Ramsgate on 
the other, remaining owners of all that which lies between Hackemdown 
Point and Broadstairs. In this Jast-mentioned length of foreshore lies the 
small bay or curvature of the coast called Joss Bay, the scene of the 
dispute in the action. The title of the plaintiffs above named to the 
foreshore is derived under a grant by the king in the ninth year of James 
I, whereby he granted the Manor of Minster and all lands theretofore 
overflown with the water of the sea which had been gained from the sea 
and reduced to dry ground, and lands there overflown with the water of 
the sea which should thereafter be gained and be reduced to dry ground, 
abutting on the manor, and lands subject to the inundation of the sea 
between the flowing and ebbing of the sea. In the court rolls of the 


manor are to be found, for at least 150 years last past, entries of payments 
made upon the footing that the ownership of the foreshore was in the 
plaintiffs’ predecessors in title. There are also accounts of payments 
made to the lord of the manor for wreckage taken up on the foreshore, 
In later times, after the Board of Trade became entitled to collect wrec . 
accounts were rendered by the Board of Trade, and payments made 
them to the lord for proceeds of sale of wreck taken up on the foreshore, 
In 1899 there were two injunctions granted at the suit of the plaintiffs to 
restrain persons from digging and getting sand, shingle, stone, or beach 
from the foreshore. In brief, the foreshore was, as the court found, 
plainly proved to be the property of the plaintiffs above-named as private 
owners. The other plaintiff, Frederick William Turner, under a deed 
dated the 9th of February, 1903, executed by the steward of the manor, had 
obtained liberty to enter on a portion of the foreshore, including Joss Bay, for 
the purpose of placing bathing machines, tents, and pay-boxes on the shore, 
and in July, 1903, he was exercising his rights under that deed. The defend- 
ant, the head master of St. Saviour’s Elementary School, Poplar, in that 
month brought some 200 boys belonging to his school down to a camp 
situate on the cliffs immediately adjoining Joss Bay, and on land belong- 
ing to Mr. Alfred Harmsworth, the land being customary freehold held 
by Mr. Harmsworth of the manor at a quit rent, he being admitted tenant 
on the court rolls and paying the quit rent. The defendant pitched his 
camp with the permission of Mr. Harmsworth, who allowed the master and 
the boys to come down for a summer Ifoliday and occupy his land for the 
time being. In July, 1903, the attention of the steward of the manor was 
called to the fact that these boys were bathing in Joss Bay. On the 25th of 
July the steward wrote a letter to the defendant to the effect that, asa matter 
of right, they were not entitled so to do, adding that in the event of the 
defendant's considering the bathing beneticial to the boys under his charge 
he would be prepared to make arrangements with him. The defendant, 
by his reply, did not accept that offer, but said that the boys did no harm, 
and added that, if the steward wished to raise the question of the right of 
the boys to bathe in Joss Bay, he must refer him to\.Mr. Harmsworth’s 
solicitors, Messrs. Lewis & Lewis. The defendant thus setting up a claim 
of right, the writ in the action was issued on the 28th of July, 1903. The 
following further facts were referred to in his lordship’s judgment: (a) 
Joss Bay is approached from the land down a cutting (made through the 
cliffs, which are here about 20ft. high) which is called Joss Gap. In 
Joss Gap, between the sides of the cutting and at a short distance above 
the upper limit of the foreshore, which is here practically at the foot of 
the cliff, there had stood for many years—as long as the recollection of any 
of the witnesses—either a bar between two posts or a single post in the 
middle of the roadway which could be let down at will so as to allow a 
cart to pass. This post, and the bar which succeeded it, was locked, and 
the holder of the key and no one else could go down Joss —— with carts. 
The key of that bar was held, and the bar was repaired, by the successive 
owners of Joss Farm, Mr. Harmsworth and his predecessors in title. 
Only he and the persons to whom he might allow the use of the key could 
get down Joss Gap with carts. There was, however, no physical obstacle 
to prevent anyone on foot passing down, either by stooping under the bar 
or by passing between the posts and the cliff, if, as was sometimes the 
case, there was sufficient room there. The result was that it was 
physically possible for persons on foot, without substantial obstruction, to 
pass down Joss Gap and thusreach the foreshore. This had been the case for 
a great many years. (5) For many years, down to about fifteen years ago, 
there were some fishing boats at Joss Bay—some four or five ofthem. A few 
fishermen, who lived in Reading-street, an adjoining hamlet, owned these 
boats, and used to go down and launch and draw up their boats there. (c) 
The lord of the manor from time to time granted leases of the right to 
get seaweed, and many, at any rate, of the carts to which tne defendant’s 
evidence spoke were carts of the lessees or of persons who went for them or 
by their authority. If there were not any carts included in that category 
(which was not plain upon the evidence), they did not in any case go 
adversely to the — and under claim of right so to do. The 
accumulation of seaweed on the foreshore was at times a nuisance, and it 
was an advantage to get rid of it. At most (as Buckley, J., found) the 
evidence came to this—that sometimes unauthorized persons went, perhaps 
to collect seaweed, and nobody interfered with them. The plaintiffs, by 
their statement of claim, claimed (1) a declaration as to their right to the 
foreshore, and (2) ‘‘ an injunction to restrain the defendant, his servants, 
agents, and workmen, from bathing from the said foreshore or from any 
part thereof, and from wrongfully entering upon the said foreshore or any 
part thereof for that purpose.’’ Buckley, J., gave judgment for the plaintiffs, 
making a declaration that the plaintiffs (other than Turner) were entitled 
to the foreshore lying between ordinary high-water mark and ordinary 
low-water mark in Joss Bay, and granted the injunction which the 
plaintiffs claimed. The defendant appeaied. 

Tur Covrr (VavacHan Wriuiams, Romer, and Cezens-Harpy,. L.JJ.) 


dismissed the appeal. 








Vaucnan Wiiurams, L.J.—At one time the question now raised might 
have been a difficult and important one. But the lawas laid down in 1821 
in Blundell y. Catterall (5 B. & Ald. 268) has been accepted by the whole 
profession as an accurate statement of the law on this point, 
and I think after the lapse of eighty years the court ought 
not to upset the law as there laid down. It may be, and has been, 
properly said that the point which the Court of King’s Bench had 
then to decide was not the same which the court has to decide to- 
day. But though the question then decided was not stri the same 
as that.in the present case, the majority of the judges did disouss and 
determine the question of wide right which is claimed by the defendants 
in the present case, viz., whether there is a common law right of the public 





to go upon that part of the foreshore which has become private property 
for the purpose of bathing, and, moreover, whether that t existe when 
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the foreshore remains the property of the Crown, and they decided that 
there was no such common law right. In my judgment, this court would 
be doing wrong if it were to reopen the question which was determined 
once and for all by the majority of the King’s Bench judges. Having said 
that, I think it would be presumptuous if I were to attempt to state again 
the grounds which justified those judgments. I am unwilling to attempt 
to do anything of the kind. The right of the public to use the foreshore 
for the purposes of navigation and fishing is well established, but, subject 
to those arm the Crown when owner of the foreshore has a beneficial 
interest in it, and a private owner of the foreshore standsin the same position. 
The judgment of Buckley, J., must be supported because this court is 
bound by Blundeliv. Catterall. 


Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect. 
—CovunseL, Buckmaster, K.C., and Sheldon; Astbury, K.C., and Mossop. 
Sortcrrors, Lewis § Lewis ; Saltwell, Tryon, & Saltwell. 

[Reported by J. I. Stirtixc, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


NORTH AMERICAN LAND AND TIMBER CO. (LIM.) ». WATKINS, 
No. 2. 6th July. 


Princrpa, AND Acent—SratcTr oF Lamrrations—Finverary Capacity. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Kekewich, J. (reported 52 
W. R. 360; 1904, 1 Ch. 242). In 1882 the defendant went to the United 
States as agent of the plaintiff company to purchase timber lands in Texas 
and Louisiana, and a sum of £40,000 was placed to his credit in New York 
for this purpose. Finding that the timber lands in question had already 
been bought up by third parties, he in 1883 proposed to the company to 
buy certain prairie lands in Louisiana of which he had secured the refusal. 
The company acceded to this proposition, and on the 6th of March, 1883, 
sent a power of attorney to the defendant to act as their agent in the sale 
of lands and timber. The plaintiffs alleged that during the years 1883 and 
1884 the defendant as their agent purchased for them with money remitted 
by them to him large tracts of land amounting to 878,566 acres. The 
defendant represented to the plaintiff company that he had paid therefor 
388,113 dollars out of the moneys remitted to him, whereas he had actuolly 
paid for the said land only 239,547 dollars, converting to his own use the 
balance of the plaintiffs’ money amounting to 148,566 dollars. The 
plaintiff company did not find out that defendant had made a secret 
profit of 148,566 dollars out of the business while acting as their agent until 
April, 1901. The defendant alleged that he had purchased the lands in 
question on his own account, and that at the date of the purchase by the 
plaintiff company he was not their agent and stood in no fiduciary 
relation to them. Kekewich, J., held that there was an express trust 
created and that the Statute of Limitations was no bar to an action by the 
company for an account to recover the balance of the moneys remitted to 
him and not applied by him in the purchase of these lands. He accordingly 
gave judgment for the plaintiffs. The defendant appealed. 

Tue Court (VavcHan Wiiu1ams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Vavucnan Wiiurams, L.J.—In my opinion the defendant in the trans- 
actions in question acted as the agent for the plaintiffs and was not the 
vendor of the land to them. I am also of opinion that the money remitted 
by the plaintiffs to the defendant was sent to him on an express trust 
for investment by him on their behalf. The defendant rendered accounts 
to the plaintiffs which shewed that he had expended in the purchase of 
land for them a larger amount than he had in fact expended. Then the 
question is whether the Statute of Limitations can be effectually pleaded 
by the defendant. If there is an express trust and a breach of trust by 
the trustee, resulting in a retention by him for his own benefit of the 
money entrusted to him, the statute cannot be successfully set up. Nor 
is the defendant assisted by section 8 of the Trustee Act, 1888. Speaking 
for myself, I think that, even if there had been no express trust, the 
statute could not have been set up in this case. The defendant acted as 
agent for the plaintiffs. He rendered an account and misrepresented the 
amount which had been spent by him. In a suit in equity, before the 
Judicature Act, to recover money which an agent had retained by fraudu- 
lent representations the agent could not have pleaded the statute. Gibbs v. 
Guild (30 W. R. 591,9Q. B. D. 59) shews that since the Judicature Act 
the rule is the same in an action at law. 

Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect. 
—Covnser, Eve, K.C., and Martelli ; Upjohn, K.C., Gore Browne, K.C., and 
Newton Crane. Souicrrors, W. Webb ; Minchin & Co. 

[Reported by J. I. Srintixc, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re LAW. LAWv. LAW. Kekewich, J. 11th July. 


Practice—Cory CorresronpENCE FoR JupGE—LeEtTrers ACTUALLY 
Rererkep TO—F orm or OrpeER. 


Motion. This was 2 motion by two of the defendants that the minutes 
of a judgment given in the action on the Ist of March, 1904, might be 
varied by inserting in the schedule thereto certain specified letters and 
te included in a copy correspondence handed to the judge at the 
trial, and which the registrar had not inserted. ‘The action was a com- 
plicated one relating to partnership transactions, and was opened by 
counsel on the copy correspondence in question. In fact only certain 
letters were referred to in the case, but the applicants contended that the 
whole bundle had been treated as put in and admitted, while the respond- 
ents argued that only such part of the correspondence should be entered 
in the minutes as had in fact been used and was admitted. The registrar 
took the latter view. 





————— 

Kexewicu, J., was of opinion that the whole bundle of correspondeng 
which was before him, and referred to by each side as the ‘‘ the corres. 
pondence,’’ should be entered in the order as read ; although only certajp 
parts had been in fact referred to, yet the whole bundle formed part of the 
materials for a decision of the case. The applicants must pay the costs — 
Counse., P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Geo. Lawrence; Stewart Smith, KO, 
and F. Thompson ; Austen Cartmell. Soricrrors, Bower, Cotton, § Bower, for 
Longbotham § Sons, Halifax ; Robbins, Billing, § Co., for John Law Garsed, 
Elland ; Barfield § Barfield. 

[Reported by Auan C. Nespirt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re PHILLIMORE, PHILLIMORE v. MILNES. Farwell, J. 13th July, 


Setrtep Lanp—Trvust ror Svcn Persons as A. SHatt Appormr— 
APppoINnTMENT—A. FoR LirE—ANNUITIFS—REMAINDER TO A. IN Fep— 
Wit or A.—Trust ror Sate —Lire Interest to B.—Compovunn Serriz. 
MENT—Serriep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), ss. 2 (1), 20 (2), 


Originating summons by tenant for life under the will of Captain 
W. B. Phillimore asking, inter alia, for a declaration that the said will and 
an indenture and deed-poll hereinafter mentioned together constituted a 
settlement within the meaning of the Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890, of 
the estates comprised in the indenture, and that the plaintiff was tenant 
for life thereunder of those estates; and asking that he might be at 
liberty to exercise the powers of sale and leasing conferred on tenants for 
life by the Acts, and might be let into possession and have the title 
deeds delivered up to him, and that trustees of the settlement s0 
constituted might be appointed for the purposes of the Acts, or that the 
trustees of the will might be declared to be such trustees. By an 
indenture which bore date the 3rd of August, 1886, Captain Phillimore 
appointed that certain freehold and leasehold hereditaments should 
vest in himself and another person to be held in trust for 
such person or persons as Captain Phillimore should by deed 
appoint, and this power he exercised by deed-poll of the 4th of 
August, 1886, by appointing to himself for life and directing that after 
his death the trustees of the indenture should stand possessed of the 
trust premises upon trust out of the rents and profits to pay certain 
annuities, and that the surplus rents and profits after payment of the 
annuities and the duties, charges, and expenses inrespect thereof, andalso the 
whole of the rents and profits after the determination and satisfaction of 
the said annuities and all such duties, charges, and expenses as aforesaid 
should be held in trust for and belong to Captain Phillimore, his heirs, 
executors, administrators, and assigns respectively. By his will dated 
the 29th of May, 1886, he confirmed the foregoing trusts, not specifically, 
but in general terms, and subject thereto devised and bequeathed his real 
and personal estate to trustees upon trust for sale and conversion and 
investment, and directed that the said estate (which he referred to as his 
residuary estate) and the net produce thereof and the investments should 
be held upon certain trusts under which, in the events which happened, the 
plaintiff was the present tenant for life. The defendants were the present 
trustees of the indenture and deed-poll, the present trustees of the will, and 
an infant remainderman. Most of the annuitauts were still alive. 


Farwe., J., said the case was undistinguishable from that of The 
Marquess of Ailesbury v. Lord Iveagh (41 W. RB. 644; 1893, 2 Ch. 345), and, 
adopting the reasoning of Chitty, L.J., in Re Mundy and Roper’s Contract (41 
W. R. 226; 1899, 1 Ch. 275, 294), held that the documents undoubtedly 
constituted a settlement within the Acts. He made the declaration and 
order asked for’and directed the plaintiff to be let into possession on his 
giving an undertaking to keep down the annuities, to keep the buildings 
in repair and insured, and not to part with the title deeds, which were 
ordered to be delivered up to him on payment of the costs, charges, and 
expenses of the trustees of the indenture ; and he appointed the trustees of 
the wili trustees of the settlement for the purposes of the Settled Land 
Acts.—CounseL, Upjohn, K.C., and Gent; Jenkins, K.C., and A. a B, 
Terrell; Kirby; Marey. Soxicrrors, Burgoynes § Greatbach ; J. R. Hall; 
Nicholson, Patterson, & Freeland. 


| Reported by R. Hrxx, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re IRWIN'S SETTLEMENT, Buckley, J. 13th and 14th July. 


Grantr—Reat Properry—Drep—EauitanLe Estatr—ARsENCE OF Worns 
or Limirat1ion—INTENTION—CONSTRUCTION—T RUSTEES. 


Originating summons. This was a summons to determine whether the 
trustees of a post-nuptial settlement took an estate for life or in fee simple 
in certain freehold property. By the indenture of settlement of November, 
1884, made between W. C. Irwin of the one part and W. C. Parkes and 
another, who and whose executors and administrators were included in the 
designation of ‘‘ the said trustees,’’ after recitals that W. OC. Irwin was 
absolutely possessed of certain freehold. hereditaments and household 
effects, and was desirous of settling them in manner thereinafter provided, 
it was witnessed that W. C. Irwin did thereby “assign the said freehold 
hereditaments and premises and also the said . «. effects unto the 
trustees upon the trusts’? mentioned. These trusts were to sell the premises 
and to invest the proceeds of sale, and during the joint lives of W. ©: 


Irwin, and his wife for Mrs. Irwin for her separate use without power 


of anticipation, and after her death for Mr. Irwin and their children 
as mentioned, with a gift over in default of children to the 
next-ef-kin of the settlor. ‘There were provisions for the maintenance and 
education of the children during infancy out of the income of their e 
pectant shares, and for the accumulation of the surplus income, and the 
usual provision for the appointment of new trustees in case of their dying, 
or being desirous of being discharged, or becoming incapable. T 

settlor had an equitable estate in the freeholds assigned, as they had beet 
mortgaged, ‘These were several children who attained twenty-one year 
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aa took under the trusts of thesettlement. The settlor died in Septem- 


per,1903. The present summons was taken out byone of the daughters of the 
settlor against the surviving trustee of the settlement, W. C. Parkes, and 
other interested parties, asking what estate in the hereditaments assured 
by the settlement passed to the trustees, and whether the surviving trustee 
gould sell them in fee simple, or for what estate. It was contended for 
the beneficiaries under the settlement that words of limitation were not 
absolutely necessary in a grant of an equitable estate or freehold lands 
forthe fee simple to pass, so long as it was plain that that was the intention 
of the parties. 

Bucsiey, J.—I do not attach any importance to the use of the word 
“assign” ; if there were proper words of limitation that word would pass 
the fee. The recitals of the settlement shew only that the settlor desired 
topass some estate or other in land to which he was absolutely entitled. The 
absence of words of limitation in the gift over of the beneficial interests is 
not important. The result of the authorities is that you may pass an 
equitable estate in freeholds for an estate in fee simple, either by refer- 
ential words, which shew that the estate in fee simple is intended 
to pass, as where freehold lands are to be held for the same 
estate as leaseholds previously given for an _ absolute interest, 
or as near thereto as the circumstances of the case will admit, or you 
may convey the fee simple without words of limitation where the grantee 
is to have all the estate and interest which the grantor himself has. But 
unless in one of these two ways the fee will not pass. In this case there 
are neither such referential words, nor such a gift of the grantor’s whole 
estate. I do not doubt that in giving them a power of sale the settlor 
intended that his trustees should sell the fee simple and not a life estate, 
but as was the case with North, J., in Re Hudson (72 L. T. 892), although 
the settlor may have intended to pass the fee, yet if he has not done it I 
cannot do it for him. I must hold that the trustees only took a life estate 
during their joint lives and the life of the survivor, the present trustee.— 
Course, Peterson; J. M. Stone; Tylee; R. J. Parker. Soxtcrrors, Watson, 
Sons, § Room ; Stones, Morris, § Stone. 

Reported by Neviiie Tessutt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re RIDLEY. RIDLEY v. RIDLEY. Joyce, J. 7th and 9th July. 


Ricut or Reratner—Summons to Oompet Exercise oF—EXecvutTor or 
INSOLVENT TRUSTEE. 


Originating summons. F. Ridley, sen., bequeathed by his will dated 
the 15th of January, 1886, to his son, F. Ridley, jun., a legacy of £3,000 
in trust for his son M. 8. Ridley, his wife and children. F. Ridley, sen., 
died on the 6th of October, 1887, and the said legacy of £3,000 was paid 
over by the executors to F. Ridley, jun., as trustee, in the month of May, 
1888, and was by him invested in Consols. The interest accruing from the 
investment was half-yearly paid by F. Ridley, jun., to the beneficiaries 
wider the terms of the trust. The said F. Ridley, trustee, was 
owner in fee simple of a farm subject to a mortgage of £3,250. 
About the year 1894 the mortgagee called in the said mortgage, and 
accepted from F. Ridley, trustee, in full discharge of the mort- 
gage debt and interest, the sum of £2,553 7s. 6d. The account of F. 
Ridley, trustee, at the bank was overdrawn to the extent of £409 odd. 
In August, 1894, F. Ridley, trustee, sold the sum of Consols in which 
the said lezacy was invested for £3,033 8s. 1ld. This sum was put into 
the bank of F. Ridley, trustee, to his credit on the 24th day of August. 
In the same month there was a payment out of the bank of a sum 
sufficient to meet the mortgage of F. Ridley’s farm. It thus appears that 
of the sum of £3,033 8s. 11d., paid into the account of F. Ridley, trustee, 
part went to pay off the mortgage debt and part the overdraft at the bank. 





The trustee, F. Ridley, died in March, 1903, and by his will appointed 


Henry Ridley one of his executors. The estate of F. Ridley, trustee, 
turned out to be insolvent, and the present originating summons asked 
that the defendant, Henry Ridley, as executor of the said F. Ridley, 
jun., be directed to retain out of such estate the sum of £3,000, being 
the amount of the above-mentioned legacy, together with arrears of 
interest and that new trustees should be appointed. The position taken 
up by the defendant as executor was that he never agreed to be trustee of 
this legacy, that he had never acted as trustee, and that he wished to dis- 
claim his trusteeship in regard to it, and so be saved exercising the right 
of retainer unless otherwise ordered by the court. 

Joxcr, J.—The executor’s right of retainer is not favoured by the courts, 
and so I should not order the executor in this case to exercise the right 
unless bound so to do by principle or authority. The testator, whose 
estate is insolvent, was sole trustee of a sum of £3,000 under the will of his 
father. The great part of this £3,000 can be traced and recovered. As 
to this I am asked that the present executor should exercise the right of 
retainer. In this particular case the action has been brought by the bene- 

ciaries, The position taken by defendant is this: ‘‘I do not desire to 
exercise the right of retainer unless compelled by order of the court.” 
I am inclined to think that he is entitled to take up this position, 
He never agreed to be trustee of this latter sum. I am of opinion 

t a person who is trustee only by operation of law can disclaim 
the trusteeship. I inold that he has never acted as trustee, and 
since he has so declined to act I cannot hold him liable to retain.— 
Counsat, Hughes, K.C., and 7. B. Napier; R. Reeve ; Corence Ryland. 
Souicrrors, Field, Roscoe, § Co. ; Arthur Toovey ; Cameron, Camm, § Co. 

[Reported by Atrrep C. Tomas, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
Re RICHARD ATKINSON. PAGE v. GADSDEN. Joyce, J. 8th July. 
Exxcvrors—Lrantity ror Drrav.t or Co-rxrcvror—Purtine Assets 
into Sotz Controu or Exrcvtor. 
Summons, 


Richard Atkinson died on 14th of September, 1890, and 
§ppointed as executors of his will Henry Atkinson and the defendant. 





Henry Atkinson died in February, 1902, and left no will. At the time of 
his death Richard Atkinson was the committee of the person and estate 
of his brother, A. A. Atkinson, a person of unsound mind, and with the 
approval of the master in Lunacy was yearly tenant of a freehold farm, 
part of the estate of the lunatic. For a considerable time before his 
death Richard Atkinson was unable, through ill-health, to look after his 
brother’s affairs, and during that time Henry Atkinson, who was related to 
him, managed the farm as well as the estate of the lunatic. After the 
death of Richard Atkinson, Henry Atkinson, by an order in Lunacy, dated 
June, 1891, was appointed committee of the person and estate of the 
lunatic, and as executor of Richard Atkinson solely managed the farm until 
Michaelmas, 1891, the earliest period at which the executors could 
give it up. As from Michaelmas, 1891, Henry Atkinson, with the 
consent of the master in Lunacy, became yearly tenant of the farm on 
his own account, but as a matter of fact it appears thereafter to have been 
managed by his son, Henry Thomas Atkinson, for and on his own behalf. 
Henry Thomas Atkinson paid £244 19s. 6d. for the farming stock then 
unsold, and £45 18s. 2d. for furniture. The defendant left the sole 
management of the estate of the testator Richard Atkinson to Henry 
Atkinson, the other executor, in whom he had the greatest confidence, 
inasmuch as he had formerly managed the farm during Richard Atkinson’s 
illness, and had also been appointed committee of the lunatic by the 
master in Lunacy. The defendant made many applications to Henry 
Atkinson for an account of his dealings as executor with the estate of the 
testator Richard Atkinson, but owing to the illness and subsequent death 
of Henry Atkinson he failed to obtain any suchaccount. The beneficiaries 
under the will of Richard Atkinson now asked that the defendant Rowland 
Gadsden, as surviving executor, be ordered to pay into court the sum of 
£300, being the balance found due pursuant to the master’s certificate from 
the executors of the said Richard Atkinson, deceased. The defendant 
asked to be exonerated from ali liability as executor in reliance on 
section 3 of the Judicial Trustee Act. 

Joycr, J.—In this case the defendant Gadsden had the misfortune to 
consent to be co-executor and co-trustee. The other co-trustee, Atkinson, 
died a year or two ago and an originating summons issued asking for 
administration. An order was made for an account of the estate that had 
come to the hands of the executors—that is, an account either from the 
defendant alone or with Atkinson; due from executors means due from 
each. The certificate issued by the master finds that £300 is due from the 
executors. In my opinion the defendant would be liable for allowing the 
whole of the sum to remain in the hands of his co-trustee. But it is said 
that he is entitled to relief under section 3 of the Judicial Trustee Act, 
1896, but this section on these proceedings has noeffect. Gadsden did not 
think it needful to give any attention to his trusteeship. Can I say, under 
the circumstances, that he has acted reasonably, whereas he has done 
nothing at all? I think it would be dangerous to say that he can be 
excused for refusing to take his part as co-trustee.—CounseL, Hugies, 
K.C. ; Harman ; Younger, K.C.; Wilkinson ; Redman. Soricrrors, Reeves, 
for Sedgwick, Turner, Oddie, § Sworder ; Richard Davies § Sons ; Child § Child. 

[Reported by Atrrep C. Tuomas, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


HERTFORDSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL +». NEW RIVER CO. 
Eady, J. 14th, 15th, and 16th July. 


Hicuways—Brinces —Lianmity to Reparr—Exrent or Liarmiry. 


In this case the plaintiffs sought a declaration to the effect that it was 
the duty of the defendants to maintain and keep in repair not only certain 
bridges and the approaches thereto within the county of Hertford, but 
also such parts of the highways as lie within three hundred feet of the ends 
of the bridges. The defendants admitted liability to repair the bridges 
and approaches but denied any liability as to the three hundred feet from 
each end of the bridges. 

Swrvren Eapy, J., said that the plaintiff contended that the rightful 
construction of the Statute of Bridges was to fix the extent of the highway 
which a person who cut through a highway for his own benefit was liable 
under the common law to repair at three hundred feet in all cases, instead 
of leaving the extent to be determined in each particular case, There had 
been many cases on the construction of the statute, but the exact point in 
question had not yet been determined. The charter of the New River Co. 
provided that the company should maintain and repair all the banks and 
bridges belonging to the New River, and the liability of the company with 
respect thereto fell within that class of liability which existed where a 
bridge had been built under statutory powers that were silent as to 
whether the bridge was to be built in such a manner as to make the 
highway as convenient as theretofore. His lordship held that, inasmuch 
as the company had been empowered to build a bridge, and rendered 
liable to maintain it by 3 Jac. 1, c. 18, he could not extend the operation 
of the Statute of Bridges so as to make, the company liable to repair the 
highway for the distance of three hundred feet from each end thereof. 
The declaration would be that the defendants were bound to maintain 
and keep in repair the bridges referred to, and the approaches thereto, but 
not necessarily and in all cases to the extent of three hundred feet from 
each end of the bridges. The costs would be borne by the plaintiffs.— 
Counset, Danckwerts, \.C., Micklem, K.C., and Barnard Lailey ; Bve, K.C. ; 
F. V. Hawkins. Soutcrrors, Read, for Longmore, Hertford; Thompson § 
Debenhams. 


Swinfen 


[Reported by Hexry Sreruey, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


MELLOR ». WALMESLEY. Swinfen Eady, J. 5th, 6th and 18th July. 
Lanp ny THE Sra—Grant ny Owner or Foresnore—Ricut ro Accre- 
TION—Terms Usep ix Converance—‘“Sirvate on Ssgasnore’’— 
* Bounprep ny SEAsHorE’’—Megantine or ‘ Seasnors’’—Discrerpancy— 
Fatsa Demonsrrartio. 
Tyial of action. Plaintiffs, who were respectively owners in fee af two 
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dwelling-houses and plots of land facing the sea at Blundellsands, in 
Lancashire, sought to establish their right to accretions resulting from 
the gradual recession of the sea, The land had been conveyed to the 
plaintiffs’ respective predecessors in title in 1864, by two indentures, the 
parcels describing it as ‘‘ situate on the seashore measuring in 
front thereto 93 yards . . . and bounded on or towards the west by 
the seashore,’’ and the plaintiffs relied on these words as estopping the 
defendants (by whose predecessor in title, owner of the foreshore as lord 
of the manor, the land had been granted) from denying that it was so 
bounded. The defendants, however, contended that the term “ sea- 
shore ’’ was not to be read in its strict legal sense as fixing the situation 
or western boundary, but that these must be ascertained from the 
admeasurements given in the parcels and from the plans on the convey- 
ances, from which it was clear that a strip of land had been retained by 
the grantor between the land sold in 1864 and the line of high water of 
ordinary spring tides as then existing—the high-water line of medium 
tides being some 400 feet further off. 

Swivren Eapy, J., said it had been decided that in cases of gradual 
accretion the land gained went to the person owning the land to which 
the accretion was added ; the question, therefore, was to whom did that 
land belong? The defendants contended that although the parcels 
described the land as bounded by the seashore, that term was not used 
in its more restricted sense—i.e., the third meaning given by Lord Hale in 
his treatise De Jure Maris; and, moreover, that the plan on the deeds 
shewed a narrow strip of ground a few feet wide intervening between the 
western boundary of the land conveyed and a thick black line marked 
‘* sea coast,’’ thus indicating that the grantor did not intend granting the 
land right down to the water—the land conveyed being described and 
shewn on the plan by exact dimensions which were satisfied without 
including the additional strip. The real question was whether, according 
to the true construction of the deeds, the land conveyed extended to the 
boundary of what was in legal intendment the seashore—namely, that 
portion only of the land adjacent to the sea which was alternately covered 
and left dry by the ordinary flux and reflux of the tides. In his lordship's 
opinion the word seashore in the conveyances was used in the sense of 
foreshore, the right to which was ordinarily vested in the Crown and which 
was limited landwards by the line of the medium high tide between the 
—— and the neaps, and the grantor’s intention, to be gathered from 
the language of the deeds, was to convey the land between the road on the 
east and the seashore on the west—otherwise the western boundary would 
have been described, not as the “‘seashore,’’ but as ‘‘ other land of the 
grantor.’’ The actual line of high-water of spring tide or of medium 
tide in 1864 on the spot in question had not been proved, but 
even if the defendants had succeeded in identifying the former 
with the black line on the plan, the intervening strip would 
still prevent the land from being bounded by the _ seashore 
in any of the three meanings given by Lord Hale, and consequently 
the description could not be made to fit in and accord with the plans, but 
his lordship thought it an adequate and sufficient definition with conveni- 
ent certainty of what was intended to pass—namely, all the land between 
the road and the seashore or foreshore in the strict and legal sense and 
meaning, so that any erroneous statement as to dimensions or quantity or 
any inaccuracy in the plan would not vitiate the description or have any 
effect, and on this point he cited Morrell v. Fisher (4 Exch. 591, 604) and 
other authorities, and decided that by the two conveyances the grantees 

uired all the land of the grantor between the road and the seashore, 
and that the accretion to this land belonged to them, and that the western 
boundary of their land remained what it was on the day of the grant— 
namely, the seashore.—Covnset, Neville, K.C., Eve, K.C., and Courthope 
Wilson ; Levett, K.C.,and 0. Leigh Clare. Souicrtors, Sharpe, Parker, & Co., 
for Payne, Frodsham, § Bewley, Liverpool; Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for Weld 
§ Thomson, Liverpool. 

[Reported by R. Hix, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
SYKES v. BARRACLOUGH Div. Court. 8th and 15th July. 


Coat Mines Reevtation Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 58), 8. 13, suB- 
sections 3, 4—CaeckweicHER—Acts or INTERFERENCE—ADVICE GIVEN 
To THE Men at A Unton Mretine Nor Hewp on tHe Mine Premises— 
Evipvence Uron Wuicn Justices Coutp Orper Removat or Cneck- 
WEIGHER. 


Case stated by justices for the West Riding Division of Yorkshire. 
The appellant Sykes, who was checkweigher at the Acton Hall Colliery, of 
Featherstone, was summoned by the respondent, the manager of the mine, 
under section 13 of the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1887, to shew cause 
why he should not be removed from his office of checkweigher “‘ for that he 
did on certain days in November, 1903, unlawfully impede and interrupt 
the working of the mine, and did unlawfully interfere with certain of the 
workmen employed at the mine, and with the management of the mine.” 
By sub-section 3 of section 13 a checkweigher shall not by his appointment 
by the men be authorized in any way to impede or interrupt the working, 
of the mine, or to interfere with the weighing, or with any of the workmen, 
or with the management of the mine, but shall be authorized only to take 
such accounts or determine the deductions as provided by the Act. Sub- 
section 4 provides for the removal of the checkweigher by the manager of 
the mine if he has interfered with the weighing or with the workmen, or 
done any act at the mine to the detriment of the owner. It was proved or 
admitted before the justices that in addition to being the checkweigher, 
the appellant was the president of the local branch of the miners’ association, 
and that on the 19th of November, 1903, he presided over a meeting of 


the men which had been called to consider the question of worki 

‘ play days ”’—i.e,, days on which only work necessary for the safety of the 
mine was done. On piay days, therefore, the appellant had no businegg g 
the pit. Four men had been previously stopped by the respondent fo 
refusing to work on a play day for the purpose of opening up a blocked 
ventilation, and a meeting of the men was called to consider the matter, 
At the meeting the appellant asked for a motion to stop play day worki 
either by fair or foul means. He also told the men at this meeting to gy 
back and come in their holiday clothes next morning and watch those who 
went to work. On behalf of the appellant it was contended before the 
magistrate that section 13 of the Act specially referred to what a check. 
weighman might do in the discharge of his duties gud checkweigher, and 
thas a checkweigher committed no offence under the section if in a different 
capacity he simply advised the men not to go down. For the respondent 
it was contended that as a checkweigher was the servant of th 
men it was all the more necessary that such a person should be 
careful from exceeding his duties. The offence of interference with the 
management of the mine constituted by the 13th section of the Ac 
need not necessarily take place on the mine premises, but might bk 
committed at any time and at any place. The justices accepted the 
contention of the mine manager and made an order for the removal of the 
appellant from his office of checkweigher. The question for the opinion 
of the court was whether there was evidence to support the finding; 
on which they acted. At the conclusion of the arguments judgment was 
reserved. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Atversrone, C.J., and Kgennepy and Prrmimorg, JJ,) 
held that although it was not a necessary inference from the language of 
section 13, that any conduct by a checkweigher calculated or intended to 
influencethe conduct of the workmen at the mine would constitute an offence, 
yet that they were unable to say that the facts found by the magistrate 
could not constitute an interference within the meaning of the section 
which would justify them in removing the appellant in this case from his 
office, since, in the opinion of the court, the offence was not limited to 
interference by a checkweigher virtute oficit or to acts of interference on the 
mine premises.—CounseL, Atherley Jones, K.C., and J. 0. Andrews; W. 
Bairstow. Soxricrtors, Charles Russell § Co., for Charles Sowden, Pontefract; 
Moxon § Barker, for West, King, Adams, § Co., North Featherstone. 


| Reported by Erskine Rep, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Solicitors Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 


July 15.—Tuomas James Irvine Buiacktock, 8, Upper Fountain-street, 
Albion- street, Leeds. 

July 15.—Joun Freperick Murty, Albion-chambers, Small-street, 
Bristol, and Weston-super-Mare. 

July 15.—Freperick WituiamM Werr. 


Solicitors Ordered to be Suspended. 


July 15.—F repericx Doveras ALLoway, 5 and 6, Clement’s-inn, Strand, 
London, for six months. 

July 15,—Benson Bariey, 63 and 65, Albion-street, Leeds, for twelve 
months. 








Law Societies. 
The Law Society. 


We continue from p. 625 our extracts from the report of the Council: 

Licensing Bill, 1904.—The Licensing Bill of the present Session, in 9 
far as it tends to authorize licensing justices to report that a house is 
unnecessary without hearing the parties interested, and to transfer licens 
ing applications from the licensing justices to quarter sessions, at w 
solicitors have not audience as a general rule, has engaged the serious 
attention of the Council, and at their instance amendments have beet 
placed on the paper which they consider are not only desirable in the 
interests of. the public, but also of members of the society engaged in 
licensing business. The Council consider that before deciding that any 
house is unnecessary the justices should hear the parties int-rested. It 
seems unreasonable to give hearing when there is some sli 
objection to the character of the licensee, and to refuse it when 
the very existence of the licensed premises is at issue, Befor 
the divisional justices parties appear in person or by counsel or solicitor. 
At the few quarter sessions at which counsel do not usually attend, 
solicitors may and do appear and act as advocates, but as a gen 
rule counsel only have audience at quarter sessions. Under the Bill, claus 
5 (2), quarter sessions must delegate thrir powers of dealing with licences 
on reports from divisional justices to a commitfee. It might perhaps & 
contended that the committee in question is equivalent to quarter sessions, 
and that the rule of the quarter sessions as to audience would apply to 
committee. One of the amendments suggested by the Council 1s there 
intended to make it clear that solicitors shall have a right of audiende 
before the committee. If they had not such right of audience much of the 
licensing business now conducted by solicitors would be taken away from 
them, and from the public point of view it would clearly be to the advantage 
of persons interested that they should be able to save expense by beilg 
represented by a solicitor. 

Prevention of Corruption Bill.—This Bill has again passed the House of 
Lords. The only material alteration from last year’s Bill as amended i 
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offence under the Act shall not be instituted without the consent of the 
Attorney-General or Solicitor-General. The Lord Chancellor has stated 
that he considers a clause of this nature essential. The objects of the Bill 
—the prevention of bribery and the suppression of illicit commissions— 
have throughout received the entire concurrence of the Council, and it is 

ized with satisfaction that the serious objections which were enter- 
tained to the form of the Bill first introduced have to a very large extent 
been met. It has, however, been represented to the Council that a fear 
still exists in some quarters that the Bill may afford facilities for black- 
mailing charges, more especially in such matters as insurance commissions 
of small amount connected with mortgage and other transactions of 
ordinary occurrence in the practice of solicitors, and this point is under 
the consideration of the Attorney-General. 

Solicitors Bill.—The Bill promoted by the Council having for its object 
to enable the society to refuse the certificates of solicitors who are 
undischarged bankrupts did not make any progress last Session. Various 
communications have taken piace between the — the Lord 
Chancellor, and the Attorney-General, and in the result a Bill to the same 
effect has been introduced by the Attorney-General as a Government 
measure, and it is hoped will become law during the present Session. 

Solicitors to Government Departments.—In the early part of the year 1901 
correspondence took place between the society and the First Lord of the 
Treasury, in which, referring to the appointment of Assistant Solicitors 
to the ‘lreasury, Mr. Balfour stated that it had always been the object of 
the First Lord of the Treasury to select gentlemen who appear on the best 
advice available to be most suited for.the special requirements of the office. 
In January last the Council again communicated with Mr. Balfour, and, 
while stating that they cordially accepted the principle thus laid down, 
expressed the hope that he would direct notice of intended vacancies to be 
given in such time as to enable qualified solicitors to send in their 
applications if they so desired. They added that the office of Solicitor to 
the Customs had been conferred on a member of the bar without, so far 
as they were aware, any opportunity having been given for solicitors to 
make application. 

Newspaper Extracts from Wilis.—The attention of the Council has been 
called to the practice of newspapers issuing extracts from wills of a 
private character, and it was suggested that the society should promote 
legislation on the subject. The Council did not see their way to adopt 
this course; but as there was some reason to suppose that newspaper 
grag had special facilities for obtaining extracts, they communicated 
with the President of the Probate Division, and were informed that no 
special facilities were given. 

Business in the Lunacy Chambers.—The Oouncil again called attention to 
the unsatisfactory manner in which business was conducted in the 
chambers of one of the masters in Lunacy, and they are pleased to report 
that certain alterations have been effected which they hope will remove the 
grounds of complaint. They also drew attention to the t objection to 
the entry, in the list of applications under section 116 (1) @) of the Lunacy 
Act, 1890, of the names of the persons affected, and it has been arranged 
that such applications shall be entered under numbers only, notice being 
given to the solicitors concerned of the particular number appropriated to 
their applications. The Council hope that this, although it may be con- 
sidered a minor reform, is one that will be much appreciated. 

Poor Prisoners’ Defence Act, 1903.—The Treasury regulations under this 
Act provide that there may be allowed to the solicitor for the defence a fee 
not exceeding £2 2s., which may in cases of exceptional length or difficulty 
be increased to £5. These fees are in addition to the travelling expenses 
ef the solicitor and his clerk. The Council considered the draft rules under 
section 2 of the Act. On their recommendation a rule that tended to 
encourage a prisoner to make a statement or give evidence by holding out 
to him the prospect of professional assistance has been omitted, and it has 
been made clear that a certificate for the costs of the defence can be given 
by one justice. 

Somerset House Regulations.—In January last the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue brought into operation regulations which provided that estate 
duty and similar accounts should be transmitted for assessment by post, 
personal appointments being given only in exceptional cases. The regula- 
tions Were an outcome of a Departmental inquiry, and are stated to have 
been intended to facilitate the dispatch of business, and in icular to 
obviate the frequent waste of time incurred by solicitors who happened to 
attend when the official concerned was engaged on another case. Com- 
plaints of delay and inconvenience became serious as soon as the new 

tions came into operation, and the Council placed themselves in 
communication with the commissioners, who replied that the difficulties had 
resulted from a certain amount of disorganization caused by the change of 
Practice and a want of elasticity in the regulations. The Council therefore 
ae upon members of the society the desirability of giving the regulations a 
trial. When it became more — in what respects the regulations 
ee amendment, the Council had an interview with the Secretary of 
Estate Duty Office. In the result the Council were informed that 
ee, would be made providing (a) for personal appointments 
which given in cases in which the solicitor certifies that the case is one in 
hich he considers it necessary to have an interview; (d) for disposing 
all possible dispatch of minor matters by means of eewnlines roy 


(¢) for disposing promptly of short formal business. Complaints of delay 

Serious public and professional inconvenience continue to be 

made, wed the no have now referred the matter to a committee for 
Consideration with a view to i 

commissioners. e making further representations to the 

Assents to Devises under Section 3 of the Land Transfer Act, 1897.—Members 


of the society have been i wing 
; placed in considerable difficulty o to the 
divergent Opinions expressed as to the stamp duty, if “a4 to be charged 
Written assents to devises under section 3 of the Land Transfer Act, 





1897, and the claim of the Commissioners of Inland Revenue to charge 
the conveyance duty on such assents, though, so far as the Council are 
aware, no such claim has ever been made in respect of assents to bequests 
of leaseholds. The case appeared to the Council to be within the rule laid 
down by them ia the year 1898, viz., to take up stamp duty cases only 
when they directly affect members of the society—as, for instance, by 
altering a long-established construction of the Stamp Acts—and they are 
accordingly supporting a test case. 

Stamps on Substituted Securities —The communications between the 
Council and the Commissioners of Inland Revenue with reference to the 
charge of stamp duty on substituted securities, which were mentioned in 
the Annual Report for the year 1903, had a satisfactory termination. The 
Chancellor of the Exchequer dealt with the matter towards the end of 
the Session, and it is now provided by section 7 of the Revenue Act, 1903, 
as follows: ‘* The whole amount of duty payable under or by reference to 

agraph 2 of the heading ‘ Mortgage, Bond, Debenture, Covenant, and 

arrant of Attorney’ in the First Schedule to the Samp Act, 1891, on 
any instrument being a collateral, or auxiliary, or additional, or substituted 
security, or by way of further assurance, shall not exceed ten shillings.” 

Proceedings under the Solicitors Acts.—During the past year ten solicitors 
were convicted of various criminal offences, and their names have, on the 
application of the society, been struck off the roll by order of the 
Divisional Court. Proceedings in two cases were taken by the society 
before the Divisional Court for the infringement of sections 32 of 26 & 27 
Vict. c. 73, resulting in the solicitor’s name in each case being struck off 
the roll and the unqualified person being committed to prison. Convic- 
tions under section 12 of the Solicitors Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 68) have 
been obtuined against four unqualified persons. Convictions under the 
same Act have also been obtained against three solicitors for practising 
without being duly qualified. In five cases-the Council refused applica- 
tions by solicitors for orders for the renewal of their practising certificates, 
chiefly on the ground that they were undischarged bankrupts, and their 
decisions were upheld on appeal to the Master of the Rolls. i 
tion for restoration to the roll was opposed by the Council, an 
refused by the Master of the Rolls. 


The Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Incorporated 
‘Law Society. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members, §c.—The number of members is now 128, of whom 85 are also 
members of the Law Society, and the committee have the satisfaction of 
reporting that no member is in arrear with his subscription. 

Prevention of Corruption Bill,—This Bill was dropped last year after 
having passed its second reading in the House of Commons. Though 
somewhat amended at the instance of your society in conjunction with the 
Law Society and the Associated Provincial Law Societies, it appeared to 
require further amendment for the protection of legitimate commission 
business, and for the prevention of Biackmailing charges. The Bill has 
again been introduced in the House of Lords in substantially the same 
form, and has passed its second reading there, but it now contains a 
provision making the consent of the Attorney-General necessary for any 
prosecution, and the Lord Chancellor stated in the House that he would 
insist upon the retention of that safeguard against blackmailing. Your 
committee will continue to carefully watch its provisions and progress. 

Articled Clerks.—The Bristol and District Board of Legal Studies, the 
formation of which was announced in last year’s report, have during the 

ast year held two series of lectures at Bristol, one during Michaelmas 
Some 1903, on trusts and the doctrines of equity, and the other during 
Hilary Term of this year, on mercantile law. In pursuance of the 
recommendation made in last year’s report, your committee offered to pay 
half the fares of any articled clerks attending the lectures from this 
district. Six articled clerks availed themselves of this offer for the first 
course of lectures, at a cost to the society of £9 1s. 6d., but only one for 
the second course. This decline in number is disappointing, but owing to 
the extensive district of this society, the benefit of the lectures, though 
undoubtedly considerable, can only be obtained by the sacrifice of a great 
amount of time in journeying to and from Bristol. The board were 
forced to the conclusion a year that it was not practicable to constitute 
branch centres for lectures, an mt from the fact that 
there were then only twenty-five articled clerks within the districts of 
Gloucestershire and Wiltshire covered ay your society. Until, therefore, 
an increase in the number of articled clerks justifies the holding of 
lectures and classes at more centres, there ap to be but small 
prospect of the advan’ of oral’ education for clerks articled to 
solicitors in practice in outlying districts. 

Conditions of Sale—Your committee have during the past year had under 
their careful consideration a suggestion emanating from a member of the 
committee, and supported by several other practitioners, that a separate 
form of contract should be adopted by the society for use in cases of sales 
by private treaty. It is believed to be not unusual for solicitors acting for 
an intending purchaser by private treaty (particularly in cases following 
upon abortive attempts to sell by public auction) to accept on his behalf a 
contract comprising the entire ted public sale conditions of the society, 
qualified only by the insertion in the agreement of the words “‘so far as 
the same are applicable to a sale by private treaty,"’ but it has been 
suggested that by so doing a practitioner may render himself liable to his 
client for neglecting to d the latter’s interests. On the other 
hand, an: ae qualify the existing conditions as to make them 
suitable for a private ory | is such a cumbersome process that the con- 
venience of a printed set of conditions is thereby wholly discounted. 


this was ap 
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Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. M. V. D’Arcy and Mr. Josern Snarrz, barristers-at-law, have 
been appointed Revising Barristers on the Northern Circuit, in place of 
Mr. Scully and Mr. Cottingham, resigned. 





Information Required. 


Henry Lumiey Matruews, deceased, late of Rosedale, 163, West End- 
lane, Kilburn, and of 33 Oxford-terrace, Hyde Park. Solicitors or other 
persons having any Will or Deeds or Papers of the above-named gentleman, 
who died on the 12th of February, 1904, are requested to communicate with 
Messrs. Nicol, Son, & Jones, 39, Lime-street, London, E.C. 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 
CHARLES Epwarp Wnaitenovse and Watter Henry Stoppanrp, solicitors 
(Whitehouse & Stoddard), Birmingham. June 30. [ Gazette, July 15. 


Cuartes Freperick Suirx and Epwarp Witum Garnett, solicitors 
(Smith & Garnett), Talbot House, 9, Arundel-street, Strand, London. 
June 30. [ Gazette, July 19. 





General. 


The County Courts Bill was read a second time in the House of Lords 
on Monday. 


An the course of the hearing of an application before Mr. Justice 
Bigham in the Lake case it was stated that Mr. Benjamin Greene. Lake 
was too ill to give evidence in court. : 


It is announced that Mr. Justice Bigham, who has been appointed Judge 
of the Railway and Canal Commission Court during the absence of Mr 
Justice Wright, will sit in that capacity for the first time on Thursday, 
the 4th of August. 


_ In the course of a case heard before Mr. Justice Warrington on the 14th 
inst. counsel stated that a woman who would have been called was now in 
a lunatic asylum, another witness had been murdered, another had 
committed suicide, and five others had died. 


Sir Henri Taschereau, the Chief Justice of Canada, took his seat for the 
first time on the 15th inst. as a member of the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council on the hearing of arguments in the case of the Toronto 
Railway Co. v. The Corporation of the City of Toronto. 


Startling figures as to the results of municipal trading were, says the 
Dasly Mail, laid before the Industrial Freedom League by Lord Avebury 
on Wednesday. He said that 319 municipalities in England and Wales 
had outstanding loans amounting to £195,000,000. The amount owing 
to bankers in overdrafts was £10,713,000, the total indebtedness having 
increased by £141,933,000 between 1894 and 1902. The leased system of 
the London tramways shewed a surplus in 1903 of £38,252, and in part of 
1904 of £27,657 ; while the county council portion shewed losses of £2,250 
and £8,283 in those periods. 


The hearts of their honours the county court judges will, says the Daily 
Telegraph, leap up when they read the provisions of the Lord Chancellor’s 
County Courts Bill. It would seem that at length their claims to considera- 
tion are to be recognized, and some at least of their grievances to be 
redressed. Till now no county court judge could receive a pension 
unless he were disabled by disease; but the Bill provides after twenty 
years’ service even the able-bodied may become pensioners. Hitherto the 
county court judge who has appointed a deputy has been under the dis- 
agreeable necessity of payinghim. Now, however, the deputy’s remunera- 
tion is to come out of the coffers of the Treasury. Better still, the Lord 
Chancellor is to select certain courts which shall have jurisdiction to the 
amount of £100, and the happy presidents of these tribunals are to receive 
an additional £300 per annum. But if, as is intended, the Bill is to 
become law before the Ist of January, 1905, the Lord Chancellor must 
bestir himself. 


The sitting of the House of Commons which began at 2 p.m. on Tuesda 
and finished at 3.40 p.m. on Wednesday is, sae te Times Suticnater 
correspondent, the longest since the thirty hours’ sitting of the 30th of 
June and the Ist of July, 1882, occupied in discussing the Prevention of 
Crime (Ireland) Bill. The record of 1881, when members were in attend- 
ance for gang 4 p.m. on Monday, the 31st of January, to 9.30 
a.m. on Wednesday, the 2nd of February—remains, however, still 
unbroken. This, it may be recalled, was the famous occasion when 
—— Brand took upon himself the responsibility of refusing to permit 

e continuance of the debate upon the motion for leave to introduce Mr. 
W. E. Forster’s Protection to Person and Property (Ireland) Bill, his justifi- 
cation being that “‘ the dignity, credit, fees authority of the House are 
poe | threatened and it is necessary that they should be vindicated.” 
‘ones sittings of the most modern type niay be said to have begun in 
1877, the first of the series being that of the 2nd to the 3rd of July of that 
year, when the House met at four o’clock in the afternoon and adjourned 
at 7.15 on the following morning. Less than a month afterwards there 





was a sitting lasting from 4 p.m. on the 31st of July until 6.10 p.m 
the 1st of August. Three years later members were kept in attendang 
for a discussion on Trish affairs for twenty-one hours at a stretch (the 26th 
and 27th of August, 1880); and, to come to more recent times, we haye 
the cases of the 21st to the 22nd of May, 1896, when the House was g 
work from 3 o'clock one afternoon until 1.30 p.m. next day, and the 29 
to the 30th of June, 1896, when debate commenced at the usual hour ang 
was kept going until 8.20 next morning. 


Sir John Gorst having inquired in the House of Commons as to the 
number of children under 12 years of age dealt with per annum in the 
22 police-courts of the metropolis during the last three years ; the number 
of industrial schools under his control for boys and girls respectively ; the 
the numbers of boys and girls respectively who could be accommodated 
in them ; and the total number of boys and girls respectively at present 
committed to industrial schools, Mr. Akers-Douglas, in a written reply, 
says: Figures can be given only as to children dealt with on arrest; 
persons dealt with on summons are not classified according to age. The 
numbers of children under 12 dealt with on arrest in the metropolitay 
police district have been as follows :— 





Summarily convicted, held 





_ | to bail, &c., or committed | Discharged. 
| for trial. 
1901 dee 409 298 
1902... | 307 312 
1903... '' 405 263 


There are 81 industrial schools for boys, 54 for girls, and 4 for boys 
and girls. The number of children which can be accommodated is 13,93) 
boys and 4,656 girls. Thirteen thousand five hundred and thirteen boys 
and 4,281 girls are now under sentence of detention, but some of these ar 
out on licence or in auxiliary homes, the number actually in the schools 
being 12,530 boys and 4,059 girls. 

At the conclusion of the last case in the day’s list, on the 15th inst., says 
the Times, the Lord Chief Justice said that, as they had finished the cases 
which had been set down for trial in the Crown paper and the civil paper, 
he thought it right to correct an impression which was held by som 
people as to the business of the King’s Bench Division. As a matter of 
fact they had seldom been in such a satisfactory position as regarded the 
Crown paper and the civil paper. There seemed to be an opinion prevalent 
that in sitting to take these papers the King’s Bench Division was not 
sitting to take its legitimate work. He desired to say most emphatically 
that there was no part of the business of the division more important and 
necessary to be proceeded with than the cases set down for hearing 
in these two papers. The Crown paper had for generations been of the 
greatest importance, as it was a list in which most important cases m 
appeal from the inferior criminal courts were found, whilst the civil paper 
had greatly increased in importanceowing to the extended jurisdiction given 
to the county courts. He also desired to say, as regarded the constitutional 
the court by three judges, that he was satisfied it was greatly to the advantage 
of the business of the court that three judges should be sitting there. He 
regretted that they had been occasionally obliged to sit with only two 
judges, owing to cases of accidental absence owing to illness. Although in 
consequence of illness they had not made such progress with regard to jury 
cases, yet the position of jury cases was in as good a position as in some 
time past. They would now be hearing cases entered in the month of 
April last, and therefore there was no condition of arrears comparable to 
what there had been in previous times when attention had been called to 
them. He was well aware that the division was worked by a staff of 
judges which allowed no margin. Their time was fully occupied, and if 
occasionally it happened that a particular class of business had to be 
postponed for a time the task of saying what business should be taken 
rested with the judges of the division, and with himself in particular, and, 
as long as they were working within any margin, allowances must be m 
for interruptions owing to temporary absence. He had made these 
observations because, speaking for the Crown paper and the civil paper, 
they were in a better condition than ever before. This was the first time 
they had ever been able to complete them by the middle of July, and 
with regard to the jury cases he thought that by the time the Long 
Vacation came their condition would be quite as good as it had ever been 
at this period. 











Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or Reoistrars in ATTENDANCE ON 







Date Emergency Aprppau Court .Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. TA No. 2. Kekewicu. Farwell. 
Monday, July .....0..4.+. 25 Mr. Jackson Mr. Theed Mr. Church Mr. R. Leach 
( E Pemberton W. Leach Greswell Godfrey 
Wednesday ......0000060-27 Godfrey Theed Church R. Leach 
Thursday .. +». 28 R. Leach W. Leach Greswell Godfrey 
Friday .... 29 Carrington Theed Church R. Leach 
Saturday e.reovessereeeses 30 Beal . Leach Greswell Godfrey 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Buck.ey. Joyvor, Swixren Eapy, WaBBINGTOs 
Monday, July ............ 25 Mr. Pemberton Mr. King Mr. Beal Mr. W. Lead 
Tuesday ........s.00c0re-0028 Jackson Farmer Carrington Theed 
Pemberton i Beal Farmer 
Jackson Farmer Carrington King 
Pemberton King Beal 
Jackson Farmer Carrington Chureb 
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The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


July 25.—Mr. Ricuarp Apam Etuis (of the firm of Exuis & Son), at the Mart, at 2:— 
Gravesend and Milton (at the entrance to the Port of London, and immediately 
ite the great Tilbury Docks: Freehold Ground-rents, together with other Free- 
een nd Leasehold Properties, with early reversions secured — 40}houses, including 
two PE public-houses. Solicitors, Messrs. Fraser & Christian, Messrs. 
Cook, Messrs. Gribble & Co., Messrs. Fleming & Whitwell, and Mr. Meynell, 
all of bab and Messrs. Toihurst, Lovell, & Clinch,Gravesend. (See advertisement, 

uly 16, p. iii.) 

lay Mors. Davip Burnetr & Co., at the Mart, at 2:—Wandsworth: Freehold 
Ground-reuts amounting to £49 per annum, secured upon Nos. 82, 34, and 36, Lavender- 
hill, and Nos. 9, 11, 13, and 15, Basnett-road, the total rack-rentals ‘amounting to 
—, Solicitors, Messrs. Harwood & Pusey, London. (See advertisement, July 

. IV.) 

big 36 Messrs. DesennAm, Tewson, Farmer, & oy es ATER (in conjunction with 
. CLuTTON), at the Mart, at 2) in One Lot :—The Langley Park Estate, Kent (in 
the Soaethes of Beckenham, Hayes, ‘and West Wickham): A highly important Free- 
hold Residential Estate with special building advantages, within a mile of Beckenham 
Junction, Shortlands, and Bromley Stations, and having another railway station (West 
Wickham) on the estate, the northern part of the estate being within ten miles of 
London ; the entire area being nearly 712 acres. Solicitors, Messrs. Lawford, Water- 

house, & Lawford, London. (See advertisement, ay hy p. iii.) 

July 27.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bou ISFIELD, at the Mart, at 2:—City of London: Freehold 
and Leasehold Property for Investment, oceupying & first-class position, in the centre 
of the publishing trade, being Nos. 132, 133, and 134, Salisbury-square. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Miller, Smith, & Bell, London. —bity of London : Highly important Freehold 

and Leasehold Estate as under—Lot 1. The Guildhall Tavern, situate at the corner of 
mga and Ki treet, within a few yards of the Guildhall, and almost 
within sight of the Bank of England. Lot 2. Freehold Ground-rent’ of £600 per 
annum, arising from the ad. es building site, No. 23, King-street, Guildhall-yard. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Edell & Gordon, London. (See advertisements, July 9, p. iv.) 

July 28.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Farmer, & BarpGewarer, at the rt, at 2:— 
Stockwell: Ground-rents, amounting to £7410s. per annum, secured upon 11 Resi- 
dences, Nos. 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 21, Burnley-road, and Nos. 2, 4,and 6, 8t. 
Martin’s-road, Stockwell-road, 8.W.; ; with reversion in 1962 to the rack-rents esti- 
mated at about £500 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Burchell, Wilde, & Co., London. 
(See advertisements, this week, p iii.) 

July 28. - Messrs. GARRETT, Wuire, & Potayp, at the Mart, at 1:—20, Grosvenor-street 
and 20, Brook’s-mews: This perfectly appointed Professional Residence, within a few 

of Grosvenor-square and Bond-street ; held direct from the Westminster Estate. 

icitors, Messrs. Rye & Eyre, London. —Paddington : Leasehold Investments in well- 

let Shop ‘Property. Solicitors, Messrs. Rye & Eyre, Lonion. (See advertisements, 
» D. lii. 

July 28.—Messrs. Tro.iore, at the Mart, at 2:—Mortimer House, Egerton-gardens, 8 W. : 
Having the qualities of a Country ney in a highty fashionable part of Town, being 
neat the Oratory, a few minutes’ walk of Hyde Park, and within easy distance of the 
Houses of Parliament, yore Offices, Clubs, <1 —- &c. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, & Co., London.—Suffolk, Ipswich (within about 
—— the railway station, with its express service to and from the Metropolis, 

ng about 90 minutes): The Chantry, a remarkably choice and exceedingly 
a le Freehold Residential Kstate of about 121 acres with mansion. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Lawrence, Graham, & Co., London. (See advertisement, this week, p. iv.) 

July 29.—Messrs. Dovetas Youne & ‘Co, at the Mart, at 1:—Willesden Junction: Well- 
situate canal-side Premises, Old Oak Wharf, Old Oak-lane, frontage 125ft., cenal 
frontage 764ft., area os 800 sq. ft., comprising newly-erected blocks of buildings, 
estimated to be worth £800. Solicitors, Messrs. Vint, Parkinson, & Co , Bradford.— 
West Ham: Two Shops, Nos, 40 and 42, Stephens-road, situate midway between 
Plaistow and Stratford Stations, in good business position, and close,to electric tram 
route; let at £80 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs H. Turner & Co., London.—Muswell 
Hill (on the Estate, at 3): 70 choice F: rechold Building Plots, in Colney Hatch-lane and 
Grasmere-road. Solicitors, Messrs. Rawlings & Butt, London. (See advertisements, 


this week, p. iv.) 
Results of Sale. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrrecp, at their Property Auction, held at the Mart, E.C., 
on Wednesday last, Sold the following ’Ground-rents :—£8 per annum, secured upon Nos. 
$8, 90, 96, and 98, Malden-road, Kentish Town, N.W., with Reversion to the Rack-rents, 
estimated at £190 per annum in 1940, in Two Lots, for £700; £4 per annum, arising out of the 

Chapel, situate No. 21, Bassett-street, Kentish Town, .W.,of the estimated rental 
of £70 per annum in ‘1940, for £250. ; 


Revexsions, Lire Inrerests, Lire Pouicies, AND SHAREs. 


The Same Firm held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 767) of the above Interests at the 
Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, when the majority of the Lots offered were sold. The tctal 
of sale being upwards of £18, ‘883. 

REVERSIONS : 
Absolute to £5,000 ; life 83 we Sold £3,750 
Contingent to a Moiety of £2,450 8s. 94. Consois ; ; life 83 we 780 
Contingent to One-seventh of £65,993 Consols; various lives 
Absolute to One-third of £14.544 ; life 69 ee 
Absolute to One-sixth of £25,046; life 59 
Absolute to Ooe-third of £1,003 ; life 56 .. 
Contingent to a Moiety of £1,877; lives 58 and 2 
LIFE INTERESTS : 
In One-fourth of £837 Pm: annum ; nae 43 
£31 per annum , life 5 ; . see 
In One-fifth of £1,019; life 52 
MORTGAGE CHARGE for the sam of £3 716 5s. ... 
LIFE POLICIES : 
For £495 (fully-paid) ; life 47 coo ee 
For £10,000 ; lite 35 
SHARES in Roburite Explosives Co. “himited), ‘30 o Prefer rence 
Shares of £5 each (fuliy-paid) .. ows 





Wisdine- -up N otices. 


London i. —Faway, July 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1x CaAncrery. 


A Bansowonovan & Co (Morley), Liwrrep—Petn for winding up, presented July 7, 
directed to be heard J uly 26. Helliwell & Uo, Aldermanbury, for Richardson, Brighouse, 
bo’ Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 

mire, in the afternoon of July 25 

8KA Brea Coay anp Prrro.eum Syxpicate, Liuitep—Creditors are required, on or 

Aug 26, to send their names and addresses, and the ioulars of their debts or 
ward Ernest Ford, 573, Old Broad st Norton & Co, solors for liquidator 

Hanow GoLp Mrixina Go, iMITED—Creditors are uired, on or before Sept 15, 

ir names ond addresses, and the particulars of their debts o1 or claims, to James 

, 85, Gracechurch st. Armitage & Chapple, Bishopsgate sv Within, solors 


Cotonres Lanp SerrLeMENT AND - ELOPMENT CORPORATION, ry tee for ‘Tnlies 
up, presented July 12, directed to bo. Somes Sener) Coase ot Birmingham oun 
Mair & Co, Macclestield, solors for cee qeeing ales enh Us e- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in ~ Mb ho 

Isaac Hartizy & Sons, Limirep (in VouunTary = are required, 
on or before Aug 19, to send their names and addresses, and of their debts or 
ciaims, to Cressweller Crabtree, 8t George's chmbrs, He’ 

Joint Stock Trust AnD Fixaxce ay gt Limitzp—Petn for Wall Notise a Pp, presented 
July 12, directed to be heard July 26. Spyer & ine, Faamen of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 25 

Lapizs Ciuss, Luuteo—Petn for winding July 11, pp to be heard 
July 26. Allistone & Davey, Bedford re , a > Notice of one must 

s reach the ee later = coves! in the 
PRINGFIBLD CoLuiesy, Limirep—Petn for winding w 
ue = the o—- ya a am, St Lagat | gue, Ries 

wn ottingham, solors for petners. otice of appearing must 
named not later than 6 o’cloc« in the ~ at... of July 21 

Sranparp 8ream Lauypry, Limirep—Creditors are _ = lppe before Aug 24, to 
send their names and addresses, and the sastiouienn off that and claims, to William 
- we A West, Albion chmbrs, King st, Nottingham. Ford, Nottingham, solor for 

quidator 

TC R Kise, Lowrep (iy Liquip ey a are required, on or before —y 1, to 
send thrir names and addresses, the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Larkiog, Orford pl, Norwich. —S x oy Norwich, solors for liquidators 

T C Wituams & Sons, Linrrep—Creditors on or before Aug 27, to send 
their names and addresses, and the mee an Ce of f their debts or i to Blake Pearman 
Allnatt, Forbury, Reading. Brain & Brain, Reading, solors for liquidator 


London Gazette.—Toxrspay, July 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirep in CHANCERY. 


Avromatograru Co, Limrtep—Creditors who have not re foe proved their claims and 
do not come in and prove such claims on or before aap 19 be ee excluded from 
any distribution of assets or participation in any dividend hereafter to be paid by the 
liquidator. Paddison & Co, Gresham st, solors for the liquidator 

Empire ENGINEgRING Co, LuuiTrep—Creditors are one tee se or before Aug 26, to send 
their names and addresses, and the their debts or claims, to J H Moritz 
Queen st, Cheapside Sims, New Broad st, eolor for liquidator 

H J Bouyp, Liuirep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to-send their names 

and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, a Miles, 
28, King st, Cheapside. Miles & Hair, King st, Cheapside, 
INTERNATIONAL Bank or Lonvoy, Limrtzp—Petn for winding 
ected to be heard Aug 2. Cox & La fone, Tower 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the we ~ yo Augi 

J E East & Neruews, Liuirep—Petn for winding up, presented July 8, directed to be 
heard before the Court at West Bromwich on ‘Aug 9 at 10.30. Neve & Co, Darlington 
st, Wolverhampton, for Hollams & Co, Mincing lane. Notice of appearing must reach 
James Watson & Co, Glasgow, not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 8 

Locuners Navigation Coa. axp Coxe Co hg for Meo up, —— 
July 16, directed to be heard Aug2. Linklater & Co, ct, Wal 
Notion of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o ~~ 5 in ‘the after- 
noon 0: uy 

Locan & Co, "Lanne Creditors are hes y= onor before Aug 27, to send their names 
and addresses, and the ulars of their debts or claims, to William Abbott, Dock 
Copper Wharf, Birkenhead. moe rer & Co, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 

Oxpuam Cowsenvative Cis Cc naurtED— Creditors are required, on or before Ja | 29, 
to send their names and addresses, the particulars of their shares, debts, claims, or 
demands, to Joha Wild, 17, cane Oidham 

Wsaencu, Limrrev—Petn for ‘winding uP, WS ay pm July 15, directed to be heard Aug 2, 
Gregory, New sq, Lincoln’s inn. appearing must reach the above-named 

not later than 6 o'clock in the i. not. ae i 








Creditors’ Notices. 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cua. 
London Gasette.—Fuipay, July 15. 


Ansg1, Louisa, Wylde Green, Sutton Coldfield Sept 1 Ja & Ashford, Birmingham 

ANSELL, WILL IAM, JP, Sutton Coldtield Septl Ansell & Ashf 

Annee, Beenese J Ames, Englefield Green, Surrey Sept15 Clarke & Co, Gresham house, 
road st 


Ay twin, Perer, Haslemere Aug 15 |! & Midhurst 

Brapy, Lovisa, Helmsley, Yorks A Pearson & a Tteleeclon, ema 
Burrenworts, Grorce, Kochdale, Mai Broker Aug 27 ‘tandring & Co, Rochdale 
Burrerwortu, Henry, Hockiey, Rew 3 Augi3 Bradley & Cu’ thbertson, Buming- 


Coorer, Samus, Birkenshaw, Yorks Aug12 Cadman & ey ary nr Leeds 
CrossLey, Rocrr, Hebden Bridge, Yorks Augi12 Shaw,  Sbdce Be 
De Varnes, Juuia Hennierra Lovis, Updown House, nr Margate Sot b OAE&EK 


Danie, sgate 

Dowss, CHARLES, Worksop, Notts, Butcher ci _— & Co, Worksop 

Epnonpsox, Taomas, Lytham, = Le FS Ascroft, Blackpool 

Exor, Roperr, Denton. Lines i-e—, nr Manchester 

FE.ron, ALFRED, Melbourne, V a 4, Manufacturing honln Aug 23 Sladen & Wing, 
Delahay st, Westminster 

Fenwes, Beseass Cuax.otre, De Vere mans, Kensington Aug 16 Winter & Co, Bed- 

row 

Geren, Joun, South Norwood Augi13 Ra’ , Breams , Chancery In 

Gotpraorr, Joux, Shepley, nr Hi "Clothier A = kes & Vo, Holmfirth 

GOWLAND, Mary "ANN, South Shields July 31 Btainton, South 

Greason, Georce, Revoe, Biackpool, Labourer July 25 Butcher, Blackpool 

Guster, Jonny, Rypents Yat, Hereford, Farmer Aug 12 Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 

Harpine, Avice, Croydon Aug 27 Hood, 

Hovrss, Many, Doncaster Aug 22 Atkinson Sons, Doncaster 

Huppy, Cuarves, Probus, Coswail July 30 Bennetts, Truro 

Kyarr, Hagagierr, Cookham, Berks Aug 12 EY Maidenhead 

Lawson. Rev Tuomas, Brighton Sept Ti so ae wes 

Leacock, Emtry Louisa, Govan Be sueney. Finsbury circus bldgs 

Lace, Mary ANN, 6 cote 

Lor <= = Thence arg va, Peso. *3eine Aug 30 Stephenson & Co, 
sombard 

Lorraousk, Maria, Bradford Aug17 Gaunt & Co, — 

Lowe, WILLIAM, Derb 15 Eddowes & Sons,’ Derb 

Lyon, Jeremian, Cater hain Valley, § ay f Sept 1 Potter, & Co, King st, 

MeLLor, Manianne, Gomersal, Yorks Aug12 Cadman & Co, Gomersal, nr Leeds 

Mickiesuren, James, Kirkley, * Suffolk Aug 18, _— & Holt, Lowestoft 

NEwInNeton, F ranoks, Wadhurst, Sussex Augé6 Buss, Tunbridge Wells 

Oaxpen, Tuomas, Rochdale, Merchant Augilé Jackson & kochdale 

Oxpmax, Joux, Benton, Lancs, Hat Mani urer Aug 20 & Hurst, Denton, 





Penn, Wit.iAm, Lye, Worcester, Innkee Aug 5 eran, Ta Stourbridge 
PETERSON, Susannau, Camberwell rm1y Aldous, Old Jewry — 


for liquidator | Pouury, Many Extva, Brightlingsea, Essex Aug 20 Wittey & fs Deaton, Colchester 
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Portat, Bernarv Bepwe, Mordialloc, Victoria, Australia Aug 26 Grundy & Co, 
14 as Seey & Preston, Middlesbrough 


Queen Victoria st 
Ricnarpson, THomas, Brotton, Yorks,Grocer A’ 
Rosinsox, Mattuew, Bristol Sept 1 Spofforth, 


Sinciarz, Joun Ricnmonp, Sheerness, Licensed Victualler Septi East, Basinghall st 
Sater, Abram Francis, Wood st, Cheapside, Silk Manufacturer Sept 1 East, Basing- 


hall st 

SsurrH, DanreL, Denton, Lancs, Hat Manufacturer Aug 20 Richards & Hurst, Denton, 
nr Manche: 

m Augi2 Childs & Co, Chancery In 


8 
Wa ker, Atice, Lonsdale 


sq, Islingto 
Weir, Mary Any, St pony Herts Sept1 Neish & Co, Watling st 


Wuasron, Jos, Witherslack, 


WIi:s0nN, Mary, Sunderland ” Aug 6 Burnicle & Morton, Sunderland 
‘Wokratt, Mary, Linsen gins Aug26 Barron & Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Youne, Exizasetrs, Hurworth, 


th, Durham Aug 5 Lucas & Co, Darlington 


London Gazette.—Turspay, July 19. 


Batsuaw, Jouy, Stacksteads, Lancs Aug 2 
Manchester 


Beatry, Davin LonxorizLp, 
Walbrook 


Gt Swan alley, Moorgate st 
Broox, Epwarp, 


Enniscorthy, Wexford Aug 31 
Bowpen, Exnest Mownixeron, Bedford pl, Bloomsbury Aug 31 Coldicott & Bowden, | 


k, Westmorland Aug 13 Tyson, Daiton in Furness Abbey 


Knowles & Thompson, Waterfoot, nr 
Mackrell 


tham Hills, nr Huddersfield Oct 1 Brook & Co, Huddersfield 


July 23, 1904. 
{ << 
coos, Hannu, Carlisle Aug 26 Sewell, Carlisle 


Jones, RICHARD, Horto ton, nr Wellington, Salop Aug 25 Carrane & Elliott, W: 

Justice, JoserH, Napton, Warwick Augi13 Wood & Bourne, Southam, Wi 

Kesw —, JouNn JounsTove JARDINE, Lockerbie, Dumfries, Scotland Sept 15 om Sl 
& Co, Queen Victoria st 

Lacy, Witt1aM Heatuogn, Haymarket Sept1 Kerr, Coleman st 

LaveutTon, Ciara, Scutari, Constantinople Aug16 Townroe, Budge row 

Lirtie, WILLIAM, ‘Cumwhinton, Cumberland, Ruadman Aug 31 Burnett, Carlisle 

Marspen. Sypyey, Ecclesfield, Yorks Aug 16 Smith & Co, Sheftield 

Mitts, Cuares, Roustchouk, ’ Bulgaria Aug 31 Waller, Southampton 

Montacus, Josern, Sutton, Surrey Aug 15 Radcliffe, The Sanctuary, Westmingte, 


31 Leggatt & Co, Raymond bldgs 
NELson, Right Hon ALEXANDER, Viscount Bu port, Duke of Bronte, Windsor Sept 1 
-Cure & Ball, Clement’s inn Strand 

Nozais, Mary, Uley, Glos J uly 29 Francillon, Dursley 

Parpog, EvizaBetH Mary, Cheltenham Sept 19 Gawlxidge & Son, Aldermanbury 

Parpor, GeorGE, Chelte’ Sept19 Sawbridge & Son, Aldermanbury 

Pituina, Jou, Poulton, Lancs Aug 27 Standring & Co, Rochdale 
| Power, ‘Bamven Ricnarp King’s Heath, Worcester ‘Aug 16 Wright, Birmingham 
PrircHarD. OWEN, Llandrillo ya Rhos, Denbigh, Farmer Aug 16 Porter & Co, Conway 
PurssELL, Francis, Weston Turville, Bucks, = ‘armer Aug 20 ” Wilkins, Aylesbury F 
Save, Ex1za Ann, Derby Aug 16 awten, De rby 
Bauisuuny, Tuomas Henry, Salforc, Blackburn, Auctioneer 


NATHAN, -_ Epwakrp. 8t John’s Wood 


& Ward, 


Aug3 Rennison, Blad- 


Brow ~~ E.izaners, Parkstone, Dorset Sept 20 Oppenheimer & Southern, St Swithin's In 


Corry, AGNES, Blackburn Aug 12 Farrington, Blackburn 


Correx, Rosert Paryuam, Worthing Aug20 Staffurth, Bognor 
ee a Epwakp, Folkestone Aug 31 Tilleards, Gracechurch st 


CroomeE, ry, Cirencester Sept 19 


hall st 


Davies, Ricuarp, Trefeglwys, Montgomery, Labourer Aug25 Owen, Pwllheli 
Forzes, James STAATs, Chelsea embankment Sept 5 Baxter & Co, Victoria st 
Waller & Co, Coleman st 


Hewsry, Joan, Seven Sistersrd Sept 19 


Sawbridge & Son, Aldermanbury 
Crow, _CHanLs Freperick, Sydenham, Commercial Traveller 


Aug 25 


Jackson, Grorce, Silloth, Cumberland Aug 26 Sewell, Carlisle 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fnipay, July 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bepwet., Exxest, Bedford, Photographer Bedford Pet 
July 13 Ord July 13 

Bexrieip, WILLIAM StepHEN, Torrington sq, Professor of 
G ics Court Pet July12 Urd July 12 


Bradfora, Butcher Bradford 

Bowen, Davip, Melincrythan, Neath, Fruiterer Neath 
and Aberavon Pet July13 Ord July 13 

Burrow, Epwakrp, Brotherton, nr Ferry Bridge, Yorks, 
Grocer Wakefield Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Cuiark, Kosert Tuomas, Carshalton Croydon Pet July 12 
Ord J uly 12 

Crowe, Epwarp, Newbold Moor, nr Chesterfield, Grocer 
Chesterfield Pet July11 Ord July 11 

Cuswurts, Jouyx, Gomersal, nr 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Du Vaut, Tomas, Sutton, Surrey, 
Pet July 11 Ord Jul y ill 

ee iLL1aM, Blackburn, he Repairer Black- | 


Pet June 29 Ord July 11 
Goy 4 Moses, Nort Plumber Northampton 
Geeex, Wiiit1am Tuomas, Archway rd, Highgate, Licensed | 
Victuall 


Bortomiey, Joun Catiow, 
Pet July 12 Ord July i2 


,» Hosier Dewsbury 


Carpenter Croydon 


Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
er High Court Pet June 20 Ora July 8 
Goswixc, Benjamin Frower Carter, — Bristol, 
Builder Bristol Pet oon | 11 Ord July 11 
Hammonp, Joszeru, oes , Grocer Maccles- | 
field Pet June rd Jul 
Hagrzison, Anruvur, Reading, ob Master Reading Pet 
June 2% Ord July 11 
Hvn.ey, Erxxest Evwarp, pm, Baker Birming- 
ham Pet July 12 Ord July 1 





| 


| 


al 


| 


| Gower, Atpert, Tartar Hill, Cobham, Surrey, Builder | 
July 25 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Buidge 
Goy, Hesry Moszs, Northampton, al July 23 at 


James, Sipney Howe t, Tisndieatio, nr Clynderwen, Pem- 


yay —— Pembroke Dock Pet July 1 

1 

Keaven, Jouany Gustav Wituetm, Ampthillsq, Journalist | 
High Court Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Lakemay, Jouyx, Arbuthnot rd, New Cross, 
Clerk High Court Pet June17 Ord duly 13 

Laxomueap, Recixatp Stewart, 
Exeter Pet June 23 Ord July 12 


Warehouse | 


Exeter, General Dealer | 


| 


Latcurogrp, Atreev, Patricroft, Lancs, Boot and Bhoe | 
Dealer 


Salford ‘Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
e, Picture Frame Manu- | 


Levy, Jacoz, Newcastle upon 
facturer yne Pet July 11 Ord 


Newcastle upon 
July 


sesame Water CHARLEzEs, ¥y —— Salesman 
Court Pet July11 Ord July 
Maztix, Patzicx, Middlesbrough, Con , Middles- | 
—— Pet July i2 Ord July 12 
Morr, BR 


ly 9 
Mvssixos, Isatan, Kirkley, Lowestoft, Master Mariner | 
Yarmouth ye at ny Ord July 11 
Ossors, H, Leyton h Court Pet pte 23 Ord July 13 
Paicr, Jou, Toayganty, Glam, Contractor Pontypridd 
Pet July 12 Ord July 12 
, Natuanizr, B Aylsham, 
t No Pet uly 13 ond July 13 
Joux, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvon, 
ler Bangor Pes July il Ord July 11 
Sxinwen, Wittian Eow ay Torquay, Ironmonger Exeter 
Pet July 13 Ord July 1: 
Tatz, Joux, Abington, Cambridge, Farmer 
Pet June 28 Ord July 11 
Tayior, Feevertcx Pexcy, Theobald’s 
Solicitor High Court Pet Junel4 Or 


Insurance 
Licensed 


Gray’s inn 
mat Sale ll 


Farmewait., Cuagtes Laveniox, Newcastle upon Tyne, 
Cycle Agent Newcastle on ‘Tyne Pet July 18 Ord 
July 12 

Tomurxixs, ag Biola ham, Factor of ad 


"et Jaly 12 Ord Jul 
T wr Liverpool, Clothier Liverpool Pet fas : 2 
ud July 12 
Visce, Heyny, Roreth, Cabinet Maker Norwich Pet | 
duly 11 Ord July 11 


Cambridge | 


| 


| Ho.r, Abert Jou, Bonsall Moor, Matlock Bath, Derby, | Fe rocer 
Farmer July 23'at 11 Off Kec, 47, Full st, Derby " | oo i gute, ome, S _— 








Stammers, 


SAMUEL, ~ an, Plymouth, Merchant Augi10 Square, Plymouth 
Smiru, Samvet Tueosatp, Wandsworth, Picture Dealer Aug4 Cole & Jackson, Ess 
st, Stran 

Switu, Taomas Witu1AM, Clapham Aug 23 Hewitt & Co, Leadenhall st 
Sronz, FRepeRick Ricuarp, South Manchester Aug 29 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 
Tun, GrorGeE, Harleyst, Cavendish sq, Doctor Sept 5 om & Co, Lombard st 
TooTELL, CHARLES, Maidstone Augl19 Monckton & Son, Maidstone 

| TooTeLy, Curisting, Maidstone Augi19 Monckton & Son, Maidstone 
Twist, CHagues, Moseley, pees anes Williams & Son, Birmingham 
WALKERDINE, SaraH, Derby Aug iby & Co, Derby 








Warp, 


Warn Domt nto Ord Jame sno avenn | VINCE, ar. ‘Norwich, Cabinet Maker July 25 at12' 0 


BexrieLp, Witu1am SrerueEn, Torrington sq, Professor of | 


Gymnastics July 26at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Bornes, Joun Georce, Reading, Commercial Traveller | | ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aug 4at12 Queen’s Hotel, eading 


BorromLey, co CaTLow, Bradford, Butcher July 26 at 3 
, Tyrrel st, bradford 
BranpD, CHARLES, South Benfleet, Essex,Grocer July 27 | 
14, Bedford row 
Epw agp, Brotherton, nr Ferrybridge, Yorks, 
Miner July 25 at 11 Off Ree, 6, Bond ter, Waketield 
LARKE, JosiaH, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, 
Joly 26 at12 14, Bedford row 
| Comszns, J Joux, Lye, Worcester, Greengrocer July 23 at 11 
Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton r: ay 
| DARLINGTON, Joux WILLIAM, , jun 
July 25 at 11.30 115, Hig: st, Sechene 
Fixx, Hasry, Herne Bay, Brewer July 25 om 11.30 Bank- 
bidgs, Roden Toba aa 
stpoRE, Kidderminster, To got 27 at | 
11 ‘Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, Dudl , | Susnew, Sowsne 
GoLpiNG, JamEs, Corahill July 27 at 12 Sesieastey bidgs, 


Off Rec, 29 


at 12 
Burrow, 


Cc 


rupte 
| Frum, 


Carey st 


11,30 


} Hayuow, 


Hossoy 
row, Leeds 


Howson, Jouy, Penrith, Coach B 

Off Ree, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle | 

| Jovzs, Groncr Water :, Brockley, 

25 at 11 30 

vy, Maidenhead Windsor Pet June 25 Ord | Kueiw, Harris, Norton 

Jeweller J uly 27 at 11.80 Bankruptcy 

| Lawomean, Reoina.p Srewart, Exeter, General 

July 28 at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Levy, Jacon, Newcastle on Tyne, Picture Frame Manu- | 
facturer July 26 at 12 Off Rec, 3), Mosley st, New- 


CHAPMAN, 
Stockton on Tees wet June 17 Ord J yl 

Warkins, Howet Grirritu, em a Glam, Butcher 
Aberavon Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Witcox, WALTER JAMEs, ee. Tobacconist High | ve... Wittam Epw ARD, Tor uay, Ironmonger July 
Court Pet June 25 Ord J uly 11 Exeter 


RECEIVING ORDER aD AND PETITION | 
DISMISSED. 


Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Ord | Hatt, Wittiam, Kennett, Cambridge, Publican July 23 at | 
12 Off Ree, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

| Hatsox, Lairp Epwarp Craw FORD, North Brixton, Surrey, | 
Manager Cycle Depot 
bldgs, Carey st 

| Hazrwic, Pau, Barbican, Ostrich Feather Manufacturer 

July =" at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

E A, East Ham, Traveller July 27 at 11 Bank- 

a bidgs, Carey st 

tucHARD, Leeds July 25 at11 Off Rec, 22, Park 


: June 22 Ord Jul: 
Wine Merchant July 5G 
24, Railway app, raion field Hise * Jame, Lunas, Staple inn, Solicitor High Oo 


castle on Tyne 


Litey, . Oeeees, “Aldershot, Bu Builder July 25 at 12.30 24, 


Railway ap 
Mitts, Emiry 
1L. 


30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Morcay, Moacay, Swansea, Butcher July 26 at 12 Off 
Rec, 31, alexandra rd d, Swansea 
Isaran, 
July 26 at 10.45 Messrs. Lovewell, Blake, & Co, South 
Quay, Gt. Yarmouth 
| Parnort, Wittiam Rovert, Chorlton on Medlock, Skirt 
mr orange July 25 at 2.40 Off Rec, Byrom st, 


Puitiirs, Jous Witriam, Welling, Kent, Coach Builder 
July 25at12 115, High st, Rochester 

OBEPH, Garnant, Car 
%at i230 Off Rec, “3 Quern st, 

| PLANT, AL¥Rep CLARENCE Seymour, Stour; 
Hotel Propeinvee July 26 at 3 Off 
ham: Dudley 


Muwsixos, 


Pixg, 


pon wt 


Eastbourne, Darli ~ Builder | Pore, Faaprrick Cuarzzs, P e, Radnor, Saddla 
| July 23 at 12.30 2. Offa st, Here’ ina 
| Samranp, ay Church Brampton, at July 


ff Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 


| 28 at 10,30 Off Rec, 9, Bed for circus, 

| Taytor, Freperick Percy, Theobald’s rd, Gray’s im, 
Solicitor July 27 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Trott, AtBErT, Wellow, I of W, Farmer July %atli 
19, Quay st, Newport, I of W 


8, King st, Norwich 
| Wire ox, Water J AMES, ae en. Tobacconist Juj 
25 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


| Bann, Wixi, Alsager, ey Cab Proprietor Maccde 
field Pet June18 Ord July 13 

Beck, Frank Harvey, ig st, Finsbury High Gu 

Pet June 15 Ord July 1 

BepweELt, Ernest, — _ Bedford 4 
July 13 Ord Jul 

Bexriztp, WILLIAM ren, Torrington sq High Cow 
PetJuly 12 Ord July 12 

Buivum, Sypyzy, Cornwall = Twickenham High Cow 


} Pet May26 Ord July 
_ ential, Butcher Bradial 


Borromiey, JouNn tt agg 
Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Bowen, Davip, Neath, Glam, Fruiterer Neath and Ale 
avon Pet Ji uly13 Ord July 13 

erton, nr Ferrybridge, Yaw 

ic Saee Wakefield mi, Hoerdog Agee Liven 

HAMBERS, JOHN, Liverpool, Forwa: Agent Liv 

Pet April 18° Ord July “4 

Crowe, Epwakp, Newbold ‘Moor, nr err Gro 
Chesterfield Pet Julyil Ord July 11 

Cuswogtn, Joun, Gomereal, nr Leeds, Hosier Dewsbay 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Da Costa, Lovis Pair, and Wittiam Avoustus Ww 
KavanaGH Boutager, Regent st, Tailors High Coa 
Pet May 12 Ord July 11 

Davis, Epwagp, Rangoon st, ee Friars, Merch! 

h Court Pet June 20 Ord Jul 

Du VA.u, Tuomas, Sutton, Surrey, Carpenter and Jina 
Croydon Pet July 11 ‘Ord July 11 

Goy, Henry Moszs, Preaneten, Sieiher North 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Haut, Witi1am, cone, Cambs, Publican Cambridge 
June 28 Ord J 


Horse Dealer 


, Rent Collector 


July 26 at 12 Bankruptcy 























July’ 23 at 11.30 | 







3. WILuIAM Fagoracx Mortimer, Cardiff Cand 






‘olgate, ater ng Without, 
ldgs, pad gd st 
Dealer 





| Hoag en Lowndes sq High Court Pet Apdl 





| 
Howakrta, Tuomas Lirtierair, Newcastle on Tyne, Pa 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet April14 Ord duly ll 
Krein, Harris, Norton Folgate, Bisho 
| Jeweller High Court Pet July 8 Ont Futy 12 
KRavuse, JOHANN Gustav WILHE 
Jo Court Pet July 1 12” Ord ay 
Lanomeap, ReGinaLp Stewart, Exeter, General De® 
Exeter PetJune 2 Ord July 12 
Mauiett, Warter Cuaates, Leyton, Fruit 
High Court Pet July11 Ord July ‘uu 
Maatin, Parricx, Mid bro} ph, Coal Dealer 
brough Pet July12 Ord 
Mowrtaomery, Henny, Rivi 
Proprietor High Court 
i 3 os Kirkley, Sood ct 
Pet wing, A Ord July ll 
me... viiewas Aanon, Beaumont sq, Mile End, 
t High Comt Pet May 13 — fy ih 
Newron, Freperick Harnis beter Bi 
Fish Dealer July Dentist art Pee Tunel “Ord Sraly 12 
hen Puicr, Sous, ony y, Giam, Contractor Ponty 


uly 12 Ord July 
Am Aylsham, Norfolk, 


Basse, bye B 
Agent Noi Pet July 13 Ord July 




















London Bri 
ARIA, Walsall, 







° Glass Dealer July 27 at 



































Middle 






Kirkley, Lowestoft, Master Mariner 
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, 199, Wolver~ 














































































SxixyER, | 
Pet . u 
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July 1 
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rome 
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ampton Ju} 
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te: 
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July Bat 

y 2atl2 Of 
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etor Macc 
High Cout 
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—— 
Roseets, Joun, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvon, Licensed Vic- 
Bangor Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

SouARPENBERG, HENRY Hays, Talbot rd, Bayswater High 

Court Pet Sept3 Ord July 7 

goort, Fraxcis WILLI4M, Forest Gate, Essex, Builder High 
Court Pet June1 Ord July 12 

fuaw, THOMAS Henry, Mount st, Hotel Manager High 
Court Pet April7 Ord July 11 

SupaRs, JOHN, Tentien. Pembroke, Farmer Pembroke 
Dock Pet June 30 Ord July 12 

Sxiswer, WILLIAM Epwarp, Torquay, Ironmonger Exeter 
Pet July13 Ord July13 __ 

Vixcz, Henny, Norwich, Cabinet Maker Norwich Pet 
July 11 Ord July 11 ie g 

Vincent, AgTuuR, Wimbledon, Provision Dealer Kingston, 
Surrey Pet June16 Ord July 13 


Warkixs, Howei. Grirritu, Cwmllynfell, Glam, Butcher 
Tea | 


Aberavon Pet Juy 13 Ord July 13 
WieueswortH, Henry James, Bishopsgate av, 
Merchant High Court Pet Junei15 Ord July12 
Wooo, Wittiam CHARLES GEORGE Sypnery, Hounslow, 
Licensed Victualler Brentford Pet June 15 Ord 
July 8 
. London Gazette.—Turspay, July 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Appy, Witt1Am Henry, Shepley, nr Huddersfield, Butcher 
Hudderstield Pet July15 Ord July 15 
AsyoLp, Freperick, Chiswick, Company Promoter Brent- 
fod Pet July 15 Ord July 21 
Baver, Jacos, King Edward rd, Hackney, Hairdresser 
igh Court Pet July 14 Ord July 14 
Baxer, Tom LLEWELLYN, Bridgend Ale Bottler Cardiff 


Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

Busey, Wi.uiam, Leicester, Drysalter Leicester Pet 
July 13 a 

Baivcer, Percy, Chichester, Corn Merchant Brighton 
Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

Bortey, ADAM Ricuarp, Fulham High Court Pet July 
14 Ord July 14 

Corr, CHares, Bridlington, Jeweller Scarborgh Pet 
July 13 Ord July 13 . 

Eowarps, Tuomas, Penywern, Dowlais Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Fizw, Freperick Ricuarp, and Jouw Pearce Fiew, jun, 
North End rd, West Kensington, Builders High Court 
Pet Junel Ord July 15 


Guiett, WALTER, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet July 


14 Ord July 14 

Gray, Cuar.es, Iver, Bucks, Market Gardener Windsor 
Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

Geren, Winiiam Exisan, Walsoken, Norfolk, Grocer 
Kng’sLynn Pet July13 Ord July 13 


Hawkins, Ezexiz,, Tuomas Hawkins, and ALFRED 


Hawkins, Heywood, Lancs, Coal Merchants Bolton | 


Pet July 12 Ord July 15 

Heard, Hersert Cyrit, Hampstead High Court Pet 
June 25 Ord July 15 

Hexperson, James, Market Drayton, Rope Manufacturer 
Crewe Pet July 16 Ord July 16 


Howett1s, Evan, Penrhiwceiber, Glam, Butcher Ponty- 
prida Pi 


et July 14 Ord July 14 

Ja¥FE, Joun, Petherton rd, Canonbury High Court Pet 
May 25 Ord July 15 

Jounson, James, Swinton, Lancs, Coal Merchant Salford 

Lankan Soni, Winclwight Orewe Pe 
WARDS, JoHN, Tarporley, we Pe 

| July 16 Ord July 16 

Linrosp, Georce Percy, Ball’s Pond rd, Licensed Vic- 
tualler's igh Court Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

Puixepcer, Grorce Henry, Walsoken, Norfolk, Grocer 
King’s Lynn Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

Pu.ian, Frep, Normanton, Fishmonger Wakefield Pet 
July 14 Ord July 14 

Regs, Tuomas, Pembroke Dock, Coal Merchant Pembroke 
Dock Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

SHEarn, Josern Benson, Talywain, Mon, Surveyor 
port,Mon Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

| Snooresr, Frank, jun, Exeter, General Dealer Exeter Pet 

| July 15 Ord July 15 

| Sracey, Aupus Bricut, Street, Butcher Wells Pet July 

| 14 Ord July 14 





New- 


Stittwei., H J, East Ham, Builder High Court Pet 
Junel Ord July 14 
| TapeRNEr, JosepH, Emmanuel rd, Balham, Manufacturer’s 
| Saleman High Court Pet June20 Ord July 14 
| Taytor, Harry, Blackburn, Taper Blackburn Pet July 
| 15 Ord July 15 : 
Tominson, Jonn Witiiam, Wakefield, Commission Agent 
| Wakefleld Pet July 15 Ord July’ 15 
| Waster, Ricnarp Prrcrvat, Sou 
} pool Pet June20 Ord July 15 
| Watters, Jonny F, ‘or e' 
W. Joun F, Twickenham, Engineer Brentford Pet 
| yll Ord July 15 
Watkins, Ricuarp, Aberba . Mon, Brewer’s Traveller 
| Pet July 16 Ord July 16 
| Waite, Cutmer, Queen’s rd, Twickenham High Court 
w ——— oS Sa a u , 
1LL14M8, Noan, Haydock, Lancs, Clogger Liverpoo 
Pet July 14 Ord July 14 
Woopcock, Henry, Kingston upon Hull, Musician Kings- 
ton upon Hull Pet July 16 Ord July 16 
Woon.ey, Wiii1am Henry, oe, Warserymen Ply- 
mouth Pet July 16 Ord July 16 
Wrieut, Grorce, Mordon, Durham, Labourer Stockton 
on Tees Pet July 15 Ord July 15 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 5: 

Berry, Cuartes Hissert, Moss Side, nr Manchester, 

Commission Agent Salford Pet June 16 Ord July 2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Baper, Jacos, Hackney, Hairdresser July 28 at1 Bank- 
ru bldgs, Carey st 
| Bann, Witt1aM, Alsager, Cheshire, Cab Proprietor July 
| 29 at 10.45 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, eatield 
| Beatrry, WitL14m Jonny, Stockton on Tees, Medical Prac- 
| oak July 27 at 11 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 

TO! 





port, Draper Liver- | 





Beck, Tuomas, Clitheroe, Lanes, Licensed Victualler July 
2at3 Station 


Berry, Cuarntzs Hispert, Moss Side, Manchester, Com- 
mission Agent July 27at8 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
Brsssy, Witz14M, Leicester, Drysalter July 27 at 12 Off 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Mark, Somerset, Butcher July 27 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Brivesr, Prroy, Chi er, Corn Merchant July 28 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, ton 
ULLEX, Hewitt Joux Lysacat, Li y 's, Surgeon 
July 27 at1t Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Buuiey, Apam Rionarp, Fulham July 28 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 


oJ 
Catvert, JoxaTHan, South Shore, Blackpool, Plumber 
July 27 at 11 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
CLEMENT, ALFRED Lester, Letcombe Regis, Wantage, 
Racehorse Trainer July 28 at iz 1, St Aldates, 


Oxford 

Corp, Cuar.es, Bridlington, Yorks, Jeweller July 27 at 
10.15 74, Newborough, Scar b 

Cones, Peter, Broughton, Salford, Furniture Dealer July 
27 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Crowe, Epwarp, Newovld Moor, nr Chesterfield, Grocer 
July 28 at 4.15 


Hotel, Chesterfield 
Dawson, Joun Vg tate ke nr Crewe, Grocer July 
29 at 1030 Royal Hotel,Crewe > 
Dewsonx, ALEXANDER, nan. _ Coach 
- Bi 
rpenter July 27 at 


Small 
er July27at1l1 174, 
Do Vatu, Taomas, trey, 
11.30 24, Railway app, 
Eravut, ALFRED G, lavepetl, Surveyor July 2at3 Off 
Ree, 35, Victoria st, Li 
Farmer, George Wesster, and Faeperick CHARLES 
Ranstey, Birmingham, Cycle Manufacturers July 28 
atl 174,C ion st, Birmingham ; 
w, Freperick Ricsagp, and Joun Pearce Fiew, jun, 
North West Kensington, Builders Aug 2 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
GILLETT, Waseem, Batis, Grocer July28at3 Off Rec’ 
29 st, Bradford 


GopericH, Gzoreer, Overton, Flintshire, Saddler July 27 at 
ll e Priory, Wrexham ; : 
Gunnive, Bexsamix Frower Garter, Fishponds, Bristol, 
Builder July 27 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 


Hammonp, Josep, Cheshire, Grocer July 29 at 
11.15 ’ Off Rec, 23, King Bdward st, Macclesfield 

Herrer, Sipnzy Heapert, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Builder 
July 27 at 11.30 St 5 ny row, Uhester 

Heats, A CaRuisie, erman’s ~- hopsgate Aug 
2at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 7 

Hew ett, Ricuarp, Exeter st, Strand, Solicitor Aug 2 at 
2.30 bidgs, Carey st : 

Homes, Jonnson, Wolverhampton, Chemist July 27 at 12 
Off Rec, Wolverham 


pton 
Humpsreys, Henry, Warley in Oldbury, Farmer July 29 
st, Birminglam 


atl2 174, 





LIFE-LONG PERSONAL 


PPPP I 


A NEW DEPARTURE 


Personal Accident Assurance. 


IN 


ACCIDENT ASSURANCE. 





The 


NO ARBITRATION CLAUSE. 


“ Pallas” 


due date or within the days of grace. 
Under one system the Annual Pr 


years. 


residence, &c., can be insured against the following illnesses: Typhus 
pox, Diphtheria, and Appendicitis (surgical). 


e claimed after three years’ Premiums 


Personal Accident Policy. 
NON-FORFEITABLE during the WHOLE OF LIFE, provided the Annual Premium be paid on or before the 


emiums CEASE ON ATTAINING THE AGE OF 65, and the Policy kept on 
foot for the remainder of life without the payment of further Premiums; or, the Policyholder may, as an alterna- 
tive, accept a specified Surrender- Value. 
Under another system the Annual Premiums are payable during the WHOLE OF LIFE. 
Under either system, a SURRENDER-VALUE can 
A valuable BONUS accrues after the expiration of five 
NO MEDICAL EXAMINATION is required. 
It is practically WORLD-WIDE. 
CHANGE OF OCCUPATION from one civilian occu 
The jurisdiction of the English, Scottish, or Irish 


have been paid. 


tion to another will not cause forfeiture. , 
urts can be resorted to by the Policyholder, as there is 


FAMILY INSURANCE.—There are several sections under the Tables giving various Benefits, but under two 


of them the Policyholder’s family, consisting of his wife, sons, and coupons, subject to certain limitations of 
ever, 


Typhoid Fever, Scarlet Fever, - 








STRAND, 


For full Prospectus apply to the 


United Legal Indemnity Insurance Society, Ltd., 


LONDON. 
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Jeremy, Sipnry CuHarues, Liverpool. Dining Room Suite 

| ae July 27 at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
verpoo 

Jounsos, Anniz, Kingston upon Hull, Bird Dealer July 27 
atll Off Rec, Trinitv House ln, Hu 

Jounson, JOHN Tuomas, Whitby, Yorks, Milliner July 27 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Jounson, THOMAS Wiiuiam, Morecambe, Auctioneer July 
27 at 11.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st. Presto 

Jones, JoHN GrirFiTH IMPSON, “bwiihel, Carnarvon, 
Draper July 28 at 2.45 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 
Chester 

Keyyon, E.izasetra, Fenton, Staffs, Earthenware Manu- 
facturer J July 27 at 11.30 Off Rec, King’s st, New- 
castle, Staffs 


Lang, Witiiam, Wedmore st, by Mae La ale Carman | 
ip’ 


July 29 at 12 
LATCHFORD, ALFRED, Patricroft, Lanes, Boot Dealer July 
27 at 3.30 Of Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


Maucertt, Water Caances, Leyton, Salesman July 28at | 


2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Manp.es, Gronce Bertram, West Bridgford Jdly 27 at 12 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Noltingham 


Martin, Parrick, Middlesbrough, Coal Dealer July 29 at | 


12.30 Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, ‘Middlesbrough 

Mason, wy PF ham, 
at 11 ff Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Moreay, Pd GRIFFITH, Hoxton, Dairyman July 29 at 
12.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Morais, Joun Wit11AM, Misterton, Notts, Draper Aug 11 
at 12 Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Movunrizip, Epwarp, Cra nr Holmes Chapel, Ches- 


nage, i 
, Cattle Dealer July 29 at 11.45 Off Rec, 23, King | 


Edward st, Macclesfiel 

Parkes, Fsepericx Witiiam, and Epwarp Sap pir, 
Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Electrical Engineers July 27 at 
11 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

— arthur CHaR.Es, Birchinlee, nr Bamford, 


Schoolmaster July’ 2 28 at 11 Off Rec, County | 


pee Market p!, Stockpo 


Putian, Faep, Normanton, Pahmonger July 7at11 Off | 


Ree, 6, Bond ter, Wakefiel 


Reavy, NatHanie., Burgh next Isham, Norfolk, 
Insurance agent July 27 at 3 on Rec, 8, King st, 
Norwich 

Sawyer, Grorce Wi.iam, Kingston Hill, Surrey, ews | 
mission Agent July 27 at 12.30 24, Railway app, 
London Bridge 

Snooter, Frank, jun, Exeter, General Dealer July 29 at | 
10.30 Off » 9, ford circus, Exeter 

Sracey, aaa Bricut Street, Somerset, Butcher July 27 
at 12 , 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

STANFORD, “meee *8methwick, Staffs, Mineral Water | 
Manufacturer July 29 at 11 174, VCorporation st, 
Birmingham 

Srit.wet, H J, Wordsworth av, East Ham, Builder July 
2ati1l Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

TaperveR, JosePn, Balham, Manufacturer'sSalesman Jul | 
27 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Tate, Jonx, Abington, Cambridge, Farmer July 27 at 12 
Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Tayor. Josian, a, Leicester, Joiner July 27 at 3 

1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Tovitixsox, Jou 1Lu1AM, Primrose Hill, Wakefield, 

a ee peAget July 29 at 11 Off Ree, 6, Bond ter, 


Wainmsiey, Ricnarp Percivat, Soest, Draper July 
27 at 3.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Warr, Cuimer, Twickenham July 28at 12 Bankruptcy 
st 


bldgs, 
Wriu1ams, THomas, Carnarvon, Grocer July 27 at 2.45 | 
Crypt chmbrs, Fastgate row, Chester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Appy, Wititam Hexry, Shepley, Ly 5 nam Butcher 
Huddersfield Pet J uly 15 

ALLWwoop, ALBERT, Hillmorton, Warvick, Coventry 
Pet June is Ord July 7 

Bapegr, Jacos, King Edward rd, Hackney, Hairdresser High | 
Court Pet July 14 Ord July 14 


Baxer, Tom Lirwe.iy ~t Bridgend, Stout Botiler Cardiff | | 


a. July 14 Ord J 
angen yy re Hitchin, , oe Luton Pet July 5 


uly 1 
Bissey, ame, or Drysalter Leicester Pet | 
July 138 Ord July 13 
re Fruit Merchant Brighton Pet 
July 14 Ord July 14 
Butiey, ADAm eee, Fulham High Court Pet July | 
14 Ord July 14 


Lincs, Lehn July 27 | 


Copp, CHARLES, ae, Yorks, Jeweller Scarborough 
Pet July 13. Ord July 

Dennis, LkonarD omer Milton rd, rie Seedsman 
High Court Pet June 29 Ord July 1 

Epwarps, Tomas, Penywern, Dow! ins, in 
Colliery Merthyr Tydfil Pet July 13 Ord Jui uy 18 

Gitterr, Water, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet July 
14 Ord July 14 

Gittetr, Wi.11AM, Blackburn, Property Repairer Darwen 
Pet June 29 Ord July 14 

—— James, Cornhill High Court Pet June21 Od 

5 


y 1 

Green, Wituam Evisan, Walsoken, pai, Grocer 
King’s Lynn Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Harrison, ARTHUR, ee Job Master Reading Pet 
June 25 Ord Jul 

| Hartwia, Paut, ‘t, Barbican, Ostrich Feather Manu- 
acturer High Court’ Pet June 17. Ord July 15 

Haysow, Epmunp Artuur, Wall End rd, East 
Traveller High Court Pet June 16 Pet July 15 

Henperson, James, Market Drayton, Rope Manufacturer 
Crewe Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

Hors, Joun, King’s Heath, he sagen Ironmonger Bir- 
mingham Pet July 6 Ord Jul Gian 

Howes, Evan, Pemhiwceiber, Glam, Butcher or 
pridd Pet July 14 Ord July 1 








EQUITABLE REVERSION ARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limites, 

10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W,, 

ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000, 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pp. 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED q 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized, 

Cc. H. CLAYTON, Joint 

F. H. CLAYTON, | Secretaries, 






















ENERAL REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 
No. 26 PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
(Removep rrou 5 WHITEHALL,) 
Establist ed -—. and further empowered by Special Actg 
arliament, 14 & 15 Vict. c. 130. 
Share Hie Debenture Capital £619,870, 


Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans q 
Reversions made either at annual] interest or for deterel 
charges. Policies Purchased. 





Horst, Danigv. Swinton, ante. Sanitary E 
Salford Pet May 20 Ord J uly 14 


Jounson, Joun Tuomas, Whitby, Fore, Milliner Stockton 
on Tees Pet June 21 Ord July 1 
Latcurorp, ALFRED, Patricroft, ee Boot Dealer 
Salford Pet July11 Ord July 14 14 
LEpwarpbs, JOBN, serpesley, Wheelwright Crewe Pet 
July 16 Ora’ July 16 
| Linrorp, Gzorcez Percy, Balls Pond rd, Licensed 
Yiseetiers Manager High Court Pet July 15 Ord 
| uly 15 
Morar, Roorar, Scarborough Scarborough Pet June 8 
MEEKING, , Henry, Oxford Oxford Pet June 11 
Ord July 14 
| PLepcer, Grorcs Henry, Walsoken, Norfolk, Grocer 
King’s Lynn Pet July 14 Ord July 14 
| Poutas, Frep, Normanton, Fishmonger Wakefield Pet 
July 14 Ord July 14 
Regs, Taomas, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, os Merchant 
Pembroke Dock Pet July i4 Ord J uly 1 
| SHeary, Josera Benson, Talywain, eee 1a New- 
po rt, Mon Pet Jul = Ord July 15 
| ee t= General Dealer Exeter Pet 
| July 15 Ord July 15 
Sracey, ALDUs = Street, Butcher Wells Pet July 
14 Ord July 14 
Taspen, Besos, Blackburn, Taper Blackburn Pet July 
15 
| THIRLWELL, kdl Laverick, Newcastle on Tyne, Cycle 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet July 13 Ord July 14 
| Tomurnsox, Joun Witiiam, Wakefield, Commission Agent 
Wakefield Pet July 15 Ord July 15 
Tomp — Watter, Birmingham, Factor of Cycle Acces- 
Birmingham Pet July 12 Ord July 16 
Seems, a Liverpool, Clothier Liverpool Pet May 2 
Ord July 14 
Wauastey, Ricnarp Pggcivat, Sattoet, Draper Liver- 


pool Pet June 29 Ord July 16 

Watkins, Ricuarp, Aaberba: , Mon, Brewer’s Traveller 
Tredegar Pet Baydock 16 Ord Ord July 16 

WILLIaMs, Sepe ty General Dealer Liver- 
pool Pet July rd Ord July 14 

Woopizy, Wuitam Henry, 

w Piyuoue Pet mind 16 Ora Ju ae ‘. 

oopcock, Henry, Kingsto: usician n 
upon Hull Pet July 16 Ord Ja rd July 16 ner 

| Wricut, Gzorcs, Mordon, > Labourer Stockton on 
Tees Pet July 15 Ord July 15 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
| Dow nine, Toomas Henry, Llanllwchaiarn, 
Druggist Newtown Adjud Aug 13, 1900 
July 13 





entgumery, 
Annul 








| Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
| Soxnrorrors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 


| requested that application be made direct to 
| the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 





THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIEN, 
LIMITED 


(EstaBLisHEeD 1828), 
Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Pemom 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, aj 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, 2637,5265. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 
Assets -« 2#« # £158,900. 








CHAIRMAN: 
Sir HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Banzr., JP, 
2, Mitre-court- ~buildings, Temple, B.C. 
Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, , Build, « 
Improve Freehold, Leasehold, or ‘oo Property. 
Borrowers Ini Interest 4 per "cent onthly repa 
which include Principal, Premium, and Interest for ead 
£100: 10 years, £1 1s. 1d.; 12 years, 18s. 4d.; 15 years, 15s.61; 
al gE mh 14s. 2d.; 21 years, 12s. 11d. Burvey Fee to sii, 


"eae Sistas tree of FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 


GOOD DRY CELLARS 
TO BE LET. 


Very Accessible. Electric Light, 
Close to Law Courts. 


Apply to J. M., care of G. STREET & CO., Ltd., 
8, Serle-street, ” Lincoln’s-inn. 


BRAN D’S 


Al 
SOUPS. 


Of all Descriptions. 
Finest Quality only. 
Sold everywher. 



















BRAND & O©O., Ltd., MAYFAIR, ¥. 
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mend our Fiem to Executors and 


requiring Valuations. 


= 


The Members of the LEGAL PROFESSION 
are respectfully requested to kindly Recom- 


others 






LONDON, W. 


ESTABLISHED 1772. 





PROBATE VALUA 
Bigs 


1 & 2, GRACECHURCH nea. pati ay E.C., and and 17 & 18, PICCADILLA 
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